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FOREWORD

To one who has observed the evolution of farmers' participation in
the development programs of the National Irrigation Administration,
the Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo irrigation project is of special signifi-
cance. It was in this project that NIA tested and developed the
participatory approach to involving farmers in construction, and
operation and maintenance of national irrigation systems.

For years, NIA had attempted ways of having farmers maintain
farm-level facilities and distribute water equitably after the
turnout. An activity that was always prescribed during the con-
struction of a national irrigation project was the setting up of
"compact farms" where farmers were organized for maintaining farm
ditches, sharing irrigation water, and securing agricultural inputs
and extension services. Generally, this did not produce the
desired results.

In December 1980, NIA began to try a new approach to
organizing farmers in its national systems. Trained community
organizers were fielded in the Buhi-Lalo project which was being
rehabilitated and expanded from 1100 hectares to 3000 hectares.

The community organizers mokilized the farmers to participate in
planning and constructing irrigation facilities, particularly those
at the rarm level, and to assume operation and maintenance responsi-
bilities afterwards. Nine months after the community organizers
were fielded, three incipient irrigators' associations, after
participating in the improvement and rehabilitation of their areas,
initiated negotiations with NIA for taking over the operation and
maintenance of their respective areas. This was quite unprecedented.
Whereas before, NiA had been exhorting farmers to assume operation
and maintenance responsibilities at the farm level without success,
this time farmers were asking NIA to turn over the management of

the irrigation system to their associations. NIA had developed a
process that worked. And therein lies the significance of the
Buhi-Lalo praject.

NIA had regarded the farmers' organizing activities in the
Buhi-Lalo project as the first step in learning how to develop
irrigators' associations that can share operation and maintenance
responsibilities with NIA in national irrigation systems. As part



of its leamning process, NIA contracted the Research and Service
Center of the Ateneo de Naga to documsnt the process employed in
securing organized farmers® participation in the project. NIA
wanted the documentavion for nelping identify the processes that
were effective and the problems and difficulties that were faced,
and for capturing the entire organizing process which after further
improvement could be used in other projects.

During the research period, the research team provided both
the NIA central office and the Buhi~-Lalo project management with
regular monthly reports, which served as a data base for under-
standiing the strategies which were introduced to involve farmers
in project activities and the problems which these strategies
brought about. The monthly reports, however, naturally presented
fragmented pictures of processes and problems. The present volume,
which summarizes 15~month data on farmers' participation in project
activities, provides the comprehensive picture of different processes
tried out during the period, and the issues and problems attendant
to the use of these processes. The report also discusses lessons
gleaned from field-level experiences which could guide the formula-
tion of improved strategies for organizing farmers in other projects.
The documentation report would aiso be useful to those who would
like to introduce people's parcicipation in the implementation of
development projects. The research contract, however, was for a
limited period and was not of sufficient duration to enable
documentation of the entire negotiating process on the sharing of
operation and maintenance responsibilities and the resulting
involvement of the farmers in these respensibilities.

The three irrigators' associations in Buhi-Lalo ‘are now
operating and maintaining their respective areas. NIA has
responsibilities only for the diversion works and a short portion
of the main canal outside the service area plus any major repair
beyond the capability of the three associations. The associations
collect irrigation fees and share collections with NIA in accord-
ance with an arrangement nutually agreed upon. NIA has conducted
training in irrigation system management and financial management
for the three irrigators' associations. The three associations
are planning to merge into one that will completely take over the
operation and maintenance of the entire system.



xvi

The processes developed in the Buhi~Lalo project are now
being used in 26 national irrigation systems over an area of about
23,000 hectares. In two systems, farmers have negotiated with NIA
on the turnover of operation and maintenance activities to farmers
in their respective sectors. Associations in nine other systems
are starting to negotiate with NIA. The eventual configuration
which NIA hopes to achieve is for irrigators' associations to
operate and maintain sectors of 250 hectares to 400 hectares in the
large national systems, with NIA operating the main canal and major
laterals. In the case of small national systems less than 2000
hectares, NIA hopes to completely turn over these systems to
irrigators' associations.

Benjamin U, Bagadion
Assistant Administrator for Operations
National Irrigation Administration

December 1983
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EXECUT'IVE SUMMARY

In the late 1970s, the National Irrigation Administration (NIA) of
the Philippines initiated the Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project. Located
in Southern Luzon, this project involved the improvement of an
existing system (in Upper Lalo) and the development of newly
irrigated areas in several adjoining, rainfed, rice~growing com-
munities (in Lower Lalo). The project covered an area of
approximately 3000 hectares.

By early 1980, NIA had decided to use the Buhi-Lalo project
as a site for its effort in applying a participatory approach to
irrigation development on systems larger than 1000 hectares.
(Since 1976, NIA had implemented the participatory mode of irriga-
tion development in community systems which were generally smaller
than 1000 hectares.) For the Buhi-Lalo project, NIA hired and
trained 15 community organizers (COs), or one CO per 200 hectares,
to help farmers develop their irrigators' organizations and to
assist farmers work with NIA's technical staff (TS) in planning
the layout of canals in the service area and in constructing those
canals. NIA's objective in stimulating this participation was
twofold: to develop the skills, commitment, and organizational
Structures of the irrigators' association by involving farmers in
the activities accompanying the development of their irrigation
system; and to improve the physical design of the system by combin-
ing farmers' knowledge of their area with the technical expertise
of NIA's engineers. Once the irrigation system was functioning,
NIA expected that irrigators' associations developed through the
participatory approach could take on greater responsibility and
authority for system operation and maintenance than had been
possible in other national irrigation systems developed without
using the participatory mode.

In December 1980, NIA commissioned the Research and Service
Center of the Ateneo de Naga to Cocument the process of applying
this participatory approach in the development of national irriga-
tion systems. 'Top NIA officials wanted to fully understand the
field-level activities and the implications they would have for
potential broader applications of the approach. To provide the
NIA officials continuous feedback on project activities, the
research team prepared monthly documentation reports. Documenta-
tion of project activities was done intensively on four (of the
original 13) zones of the Buhi-Lalo project, two each in Lower Lalo
and Upper Lalo. In all, 15 monthly reports on the Upper Lalo

XX



documentation zones and another 15 on the Lower Lalo documentation
zones were submitted to NIA.

This present volume summarizes the results of the documenta-
tion research conducted from January 1981 through March 1982. This
report discusses the development of the irrigators' associations,
farmers' involvement in the layout of canals and terminal facili-
ties and in the construction of these facilities, and the associa-
tions' initial plans for operation and maintenance of the system.
It also examines the respective roles of the institutional staff
(community organizers) and the technical staff (the engineers,
surveyors, and construction supervisors), revealing the implica-
tions of the use of a participatory approach for implementation of
irrigation development projects.

Key Processes and Strategies

The documentation research data from the Buhi~Lalo project
revealed eight key strategies and processes for organizing farmers
and ensuring their participation in different phases of the project.
These strategies were completely spelled out in Upper Lalo, where
construction of terminal facilities and formalization of zone-level
irrigators' associations were observed in addition to preconstruc-
tion activities. 1In Lrwer Lalo, observations were limited to
preconstruction strategies and rrocesses.

Organizing farmers' groups
and developing farmer-
leaders

Community organizers in the Buhi-Lalo project were given some
time to prepare farmers for project activities. For this purpose,
construction, which had begun by November 1980 in Upper Lalo, was
temporarily suspended between January and March 1981 to allow (Os
at least four months to undertake initial organizing work. In
Lower Lalo, whdre coinstruction was not slated to start until 1982,
COs had over 16 months to mobilize farmers for preconstruction
tasks. During this period, COs divided their zones into organizing
units, each corresponding to an area which would be served by a
common turnout on a main or lateral canal; an area was generally
between 20 and 54 hectares. Farmers were then organized, based on
turnout location, into rotational-area groups. And within each
rotational group in Upper Laln, farmers were further grouped



according to the supplementary farm ditch which would serve their
land.

After the first month, each rotational-area group met to
choose their rotational-area and ditch leaders (in Upper Lalo) or
to form working committees and elect the area's overall chairman
and secretary (in Lower Lalo). These leaders were tapped by COs
to prepare and/or validate lists of farmers in their area, dic-
seminate project information through visits with individual
farmers and conversations with small groups, convene Ineetings to
plan for farmers' participation in project activities, and bring
farmers together to accomplish certain tasks. Farmers and Os
continuously assessed the leaders' involvement in leadership
activities; inactive leaders were dropped and replaced. By the
end of March 1982, there was one leader for every six members in
the Upper rLalo documentation zones, while in Lower Lalo documenta-
tion sites, the ratio was one leader for every four or five
members.

Revising the NIA planned
terminal facilities

Prior to the fielding of the COs, the project office had
prepared a preliminary layout of canals for Lower Lalo, and of
terminal facilities {turnouts, farm ditches, and other farm-level
Structures) for Upper Lalo. After COs had begun to develop informal
farmers' organizations in Upper Lalo, NIA's initial layouts were
then revised according to feasible farmers' suggestions. The NIA
engineers and (Os explained the preliminary designs to the farmers.
Objections to proposed ditch routes were discussed, and fieid
investigations were conducted by the NIA technical staff and the
farmers to finalize the ditch layout. During the field investiga-
tions, the group walked the length of proposed ditches (or existing
ones for rehabilitation) from start to end; this process was known
as a "walk-through." Of the 77 NIA-designed ditches, 29 (or 38
percent) were immediately confirmed by the farmers, 30 (39 percent)
were revised during the walk-throughs, and 18 (23 percent) were
deleted. Nine -additional ditches were located during the walk-
throughs to replace half of those deleted by farmers from NIA's
initial designs. consequently, a total of 68 (instead of 77)
ditches were approved by farmers for construction and subsequently
built by them. This meant a reduction in the total length of
ditches from 48,387 meters (or 94.3 meters per hectare) to 46,262
meters (or 90.2 meters per hectare), and a reduction in construction
cost to B157,611 or a lowering of costs by about B14 per hectare.



The four most common reasons for farmers' proposed changes
in the location of ditches and turnouts were: (1) to have as large
an area as possible (including previously unirrigated land)
irrigated by the ditch network, (2) to avoid unnecessary loss of
land which would be taken up by ditches, (3) to distribute the
loss of riceland among farm=2rs who would benefit from the system,
and (4) to construct ditches which would not involve negotiating
for right of way with contentious cultivators or owners of rice-
land affected by the proposed ditch route.

In Lower Lalo, which was as yet unirrigated, COs and NIA
technical staff explained to farmers the preliminary layout of the
main and lateral canals prepared by the project office. Moreover,
COs mobilized the farmers to prepare a rough sketch (spot map) of
their proposed rotational area and to indicate on it their
suggested ditch routes. To accomplish this task, farmers formed
a spot-map committee which, together with other leaders and
members, conducted walk-throughs to identify likely ditch (and
sometimes, canal) lines. The leaders then presented their initial
paper location of ditch lines to the area membership during meetings
or visits with farmers, and revisions were made. A walk-through
with project design and survey personnel were tchen undertaken by
the farmers. Unlike in Upper Lalo, therefore, where the farmers
responded to the NIA-proposed location of terminal facilities, in
Lower Lalo, NIA engineers responded to farmers' initial layout of
terminal facilities.

The TS--farmer walk-throughs in the Lower Lalo documentation
zones confirmed at least half of the lines in the farmers' layout.
The three most common reasons NIA revised the farmers' suggested
ditch routes were: (1) to avoid ditch lines which would@ cut through
high grounds, (2) to replace overextended ditches, and (3) to
simplify the layout without significantly reducing the farmers'
identified irrigable area.

To finalize the location of terminal facilities, the project
office surveyed the ditch layout endorsed by the NIA-farmer walk-
through teams., Leaders and other farmers, particularly those
whose lands would be traversed by the proposed ditches, accompanied
the NIA surveyors. Further revisions occurred because of ROW or
technical considerations. Survey results were discussed by the
leaders with the rotational-area members, and the project office
was appricsed of objections before the ditch designs were finalized.
For the activities (including surveys) leading to the location of
terminzl facilities, farmers in the Lower Lalo documentation zones
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spent about 25 person-days per rotational area, or roughly 318§
person-days per zone. These fiqures were at least 50 percent more
than the time invested by Upper Lalo farmers in ditch-location
activities, which were approximately 12 person-days per rotational
area or 142 person-~days per zone.

Obtaining right-of-way

agreenments

Farmers were encouraged to secure ROW agreements for terminal
facilities because the government provided no compensation for the
lands used. 1In Upper Lalo, rotational-area leaders usually
negotiated ROW for the main farm ditch while ditch leaders under-
took ROW negotiations for supplenentary farm ditches. In Lower
Lalo, the overall chairman, ROW committee, and othexr leaders
engaged in ROW negotiations for ditches and lateral canals in
their rotational area.

In most cases, farmer-leaders easily secured written or
verbal ROW permissions. Because farmers often joined field in-
vestigations to locate the ditches, ROW agreements could be
negotiated immediately, and ditches could be rerouted away from
the land of those who adamantly refused to grant ROW donations.
Problems arose when some landowners whose properties were affected
by proposed ditches were not present during the field inspection.
A tenant or lessee could not immediately grant ROW without the
consent ot his landowner, who might live outside the area. Thus,
it took some time before the landowner's consent could be secured
by the leaders.

In negotiations with farmers who refused to donate ROW,
leaders conducted constant and relentless talks and subtle coercion,
exerted peer pressure, or conceded to conditions which they could
meet (such as removing a boulder from a farm). The leaders also
sometimes sougiit the assistance of COs and other project personnel
to settle persistent ROW problems. When all these means failed,
farmers and the NIA technical staff then agreed to reroute the
ditch in gquestion or to end the proposed ditch before it reached
the fields of those who refused to grant right of way.
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Constructing terminal
facilities

Construction in a rotational area started only after the
revised ditch designs had been finalized with farmers, all ROW
negotiations completed, the ditches staked out and canal molds
done, and construction terms and arrangements discussed with
farmers in preconstruction conferences. The NIA zone engineer
and COs closely coordinated to determine when farmers were ready
o construct the terminal facilities.

In Upper Lalo, farmers worked as wage laborers in construc-
tion works which were undertaken by NIA and in canalization
accomplished under volume-of-work (takay) arrangement. Because of
takay-related preoblems, NIA shifted to awarding fixed-price
(pacquiao) contracts for tie remaining canalization and construction
of ditch structures. Farmers were asked o submit their bids.

NIA decided to use the government price (which was greatly exceeded
by the farmers' bids) to cost canalization contracts, and the
lowest of farmers' bids (which was slightly higher than the govern-
ment price) to cost labor for the construction of structures.
Beginning in October 1981, rotational-area leaders contracted the
construction of terminal facilities within their respective rota-
tional areas. A leader usually hired farmers from his area for a
share in the contract price. Pacquiao~contract teams were provided
work specifications by the project office. Workers were supervised
by NIA zone engineers and their attendance was recorded daily by a
farmer~leader whom workers had chosen to act as attendance checker.
Upon completion of a ditch, the checker submitted to the zone
engineer the attendance sheet of workers hired under takay. In
pacquiao jobs, the leader who contracted the work kept the attendance
records on which he based the amount to be paid each worker after
NIA had paid him for the completed job. Completed facilities were
inspected by the technical staff before the project office made out
payments to individual farmers (in the case of takay) or leader-
contractors (in the case of pacquiao).

In some areas, construction activities were briefly delayed
for the following reasons: lack of manpower when construction
coincided with labor-intensive farming operations in the area, bad
weather, one ROW problem, decision of farmers' groups to suspend
work until the project office had adjusted the contract price or
had explained the reduction in initial cost estimate of a canaliza-
tion job, or refusal of some farmers to work due to chronic delays
in the payment of wages or contracts. Despite these problems,
construction of programed facilities, which had begun in mid-March



1981, was completed in February 1982. Prior to the introduction
of the participatory approach, NIA had expected to finish con-
struction in Upper Lalo in December 1981. When the COs were
fielded, NIA suspended construction plans while the farmers were
being organized and terminal facilities were being revised, and
reset its target for construction completion to June 1982, As it
turned out, construction was completed faster than projected--two
months later than the original target and four months earlier than
the reset schedule.

Checking completed facilities

To ensure the functionality of system facilities, the project
office initiated in Upper Lalo a field inventory of completed
facilities. The technical staff coordinated with COs who mobilized
farmers to participate in the activity. The NIA-farmer team found
out that 6 (of the 68) completed ditches had weak embankments and
7 (of the 90) structures were defective. Project engineers in-
dicated that the number of these problem facilities was luw com-
pared with those in other nonparticipatory projects they had
worked on.

Farmers suggested the redesign or reconstruction of most of
the defective structures, and the relocation of a few others.
Moreover, they requested the project office for the lining of
ditches or portion of ditches in 13 of the 17 rotational areas in
the two documentation zones, as well as the construction of addi-
tional structures, particularly ditch crossings. By the end of
the documentation period, NIA had yet to respond to the' farmers'
requests.,

Observations made during the first months of the operation
of the improved irrigation system showed that of the 68 ditches
built in the documentation zones, 1 was erased while 67 were used.
Moreover, farmers in two rotational areas began maintaining the
farm ditches with very little prodding from NIA system personnel.
Engineers in the Buhi~Lalo project found both points remarkable in
the light of experiences in other «nonparticipatory) projects
where farmers erased a majority of new ditches built hy NIA, and
of problems previously met by NIA system personnel in getting
farmers to maintain the farm ditches.
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Organizing zone-level irri-
gators' associations

In anticipation of farmers' participation in system operation
and maintenance, farmers were organized into system management units
according to organizing targets set by the project office. Thus at
the outset, COs helped farmers organize themselves into rctational-
area groups, which were expected to manage the irrigation facili-
ties found in their sections of the system {(generally between 20
and 54 hectares) after the NIA-association system management
contract was drawn up.

In mid-1981, Upper Lalo COs in the two documentation zones
began developing canal-batzed zones, composed of 7 or 8 rotational
areas and covering about 256 hectares per zone. During the opera-
tion of the system, these zones would oversee the activities of
their rotational areas. It was then at the zone level that the
irrigators' associations were formalized and given formal government:
recognition. This was a departure from NIA's approach in other
national systems where formal irrigators' associations only existed
for the rotational areas. The zone-level associations, which wexe
organized in December 1981, would be responsible for managing the
irrigation facilities within the zone, including coordinating with
NIA on matters pertaining to these operations.

Beginning in September 1981, the project office assisted
Upper Lalo farmers organize themselves into zone associations by
engaging leaders in a series of conferences. During these sessions,
they were informed about the requirements for the association's
registration with the Securities and Exchange Commission (SEC),
encouraged to develop strategies for accomplishing these, and
provided copies of the documents such as a sample set of bylaws.
In each zone, leaders prepared the initial draft of the bylaws;
these were revised during rotational-area meetings. During the
general assembly convened in December 1981, farmers ratified their
bylaws, and elected their association officials. Farmers' prepara-
tion for their association's SEC registration continued until the
end of March 1982; these were undertaken by leaders with the
assistance of COs and other project personnel.
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Developing a NIA-association
contract

The project office initiated a series of conferences, begin-
ning in May 1981, to help Upper Lalo farmer-leaders outline the
broad terms to be incorporated in the NIA-association system
management. contract. The leaders drew from their experiences and
problems with NIA's management of the system to prepare the initial
set of conditions which were presented for rotational-area members'
confirmation, and later discussed with the NIA assistant admin-
istrator for operations during the first negotiation session held
in September 1981. Subsequently, the project office instructed COs
to mobilize farmers of each zone to prepare the terms for their
involvement in system management. The newly-elected association
board of directors took the lead in drafting the new conditicns.

In Zone I-A, the board drafted the terms, presented them to project
management for comments, and sought farmers' reactions to the
drafted conditions. In Zone I-B, the board solicited farmers'
suggestions in separate rotational-area meetings. The board and
other leaders integrated the proposed terms. The zonal terms were
presented to the NIA assistant administrator for operations during
the second negotiation meeting in March 1982,

The terms to be negotiated covered NIA's and the association's
involvement in water distribution, repair and maintenance of system
facilities, collection of irrigation fees, and management of
conflicts, and the assistance which farmers expected from NIA to .
enable their association to discharge system management responsibili-~
ties. The assistance which farmers sought included training in
System management, provision of an office and service vehicle for
the association, and advance of funds to underwrite the associa-
tion's initial operating expenses. By 31 March 1982 when the
documentation research ended, NIA and the associations in the Upper
Lalo documentation zones had yet to settle the sharing in irrigation-
fee collections. They also had yet to agree on several irrigation~
fee collection issues and the farmers' request for cash advance.
Nonetheless, NIA and the associations implicitly agreed on trying
out joint NIA-association System operation and maintenance before
finalizing talks on complete turnover of the system to the Upper
Lalo irrigators' associations.
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Coordinating technical and
institutional activities

Throughout the documentation period, the project office
convened meetings and workshops for COs and the technical staff
to apprise each other of project developments in the field and in
the office, to air and seek solutions to different problems
encountered in implementing their wexk programs, and to identify
the kinds of support required in order to accomplish their tasks.
Moreover, (Os and the technical staff, particularly the zone
engineers, working in a zone synchronized their activities to
ensure farmers' participation in project activities. Ccordination
of work in the field between COs and the zone engineer was facil-
itated by several project management decisions like requiring the
engineer to set up full-time residence in his assigned zone before
construction started in the area and matching the area assignment
of COs and zone engineer. Coordination between the institutional
and technical staffs was further aided by project management's
constant remiader to the technical staff and other project per-
sonnel of the participatory goals of the project and the need to
coordinate technical aznd institutional activities in orxder to
maximize farmers' involvement in the project.

Key Implications of the Buhi-Lalo Experiences

The Buhi-Lalo project experiences indicated several benefits
which accrued from the participatory approach. By continuously
being involved in project activities, farmers seemed to have built
a commitment to both the irrigation system and the irrigators'
association which would contract system operation and maintenance.
A core of farmer-leaders was developed in each zone that could
mobilize other farmers who had shown willingness to perform tasks
related to the irrigation system. The emphasis placed on rota-
tional-~area groups during the preconstruction and construction
phases of the project helped strengthen the units which constituted
the zone-level irrigators' association. NIA hoped that by turning
operational responsibilities over to the associations, it could
save -n the costs of employing its own personnel to operate the
system. NIA's role was to operate the dam and to coordinate among
the zone associations tu be served by the irrigation system,

Farmers' inputs in system design and construction brought
about several benefits. Ditches were located such that the largest



possible area would be irrigated at the same time that right-of-
way problems were avoided. Ditches were also designed to fit the
uneven terrain in several areas. Furthermore, they were kept to

a minimum thereby pPreventing unnecessary loss of land and reducing
construction costs to be borne by NIA. Assurance of farmers'
involvement in construction, which farmers perceivec as a
guarantee for their suggestions to be carried out, brought about
greater farmers' willingness to invest time and effort in finaliz-
ing ditch locations, securing rights of way, and performing other
preconstruction tasks. Because farmers desired to get the system
(in Upper Lalo) operating as soon as possible, they also wanted

to complete construction as early and as close to technical
specifications as they could.

While farmers had shown willingness to participate in system
nanagement, working out the details of the management contract
proved difficult. The crucial issues of NIA-association sharing
in irrigation fees and NIA's cash loan for the associations'
initial operation and maintenance expenses had yet to be resolved.
Moreover, these issues would likely remain as continuing points
of difficulty. Nonetheless, NIA officials were encouraged that
farmers were interested in taking on operation and maintenance
tasks, and farmers were glad that NIA was willing to consider
their conditions.

To realize the various benefits from the participatory
apprcach, NIA needed to invest in hiring and training community
organizers; the cost of maintaining its organizing staff in the
project averaged about B113 per hectare for the 16-month period
ending in March 1982. and these organizers required time prior to
construction to ensure farmers' readiness to be involved in project
activities. Schedules for the finalization of system designs and
for construction had to be kept flexible to adapt to farmers'
readiness. The participatory approach also demanded extra efforts
from both project management and technical staff because the
approach involved dialcgques, meetings, and field investigations
with farmers. And lastly, NIA had to train farmers for system
operation and maintenance. However, these additional investments
were balanced By the preliminary evidence of a better functiecning
system and irrigators' associations which were primed to participate
in system management.



I. THE RINCONADA/BUHI-LALO NATIONAL IRRIGATION PROJECT
AND DOCUMENATION RESEARCH

In late 1970s, the National Irrigation Administration (NIA) initi-
ated plans for irrigating about 12,000 hectares in the Rinconada
district of Camarines Sur province in Southern Luzon. The plans
included the construction of a control structure on Lake Buhi
which would divert water from the lake; a right main connector
canal would bring about 9000 hectares of mostly rainfed riceland
under irrigation while a left main connector canal would convey
supplementary water to the existing 1i00-hectare Lalo River
Irrigation System and place under irrigation an adjacent rainfed
rice-growing area of 2100 hectares. NIA's work on the area served
by the right connector canal was funded by a loan from the Asian
Development Bank while its work on the control structure, the left
connector canal, and the rehabilitation of the existing Lalo River
system was funded by a loan from the U.S. Agency for International
Development.

The area to be served by the left connector canal, including
the existing Lalo River system, constituted the coverage of the
Rinconada/Buhi~Lalo project. It became the first national system
irrigetion project on which a participatory approach to irrigation
development was tried.! Because of the experimental nature of that
effort, NIA commissioned the Research and Service Center of the
Ateneo de Naga to produce monthly reports documenting the field-
level activities of the project. This report summarizes 15 months
of that documentation, from January 1981 to March 1982,

1Irrigation systems in the Philippines are generally grouped
into two types: those owned and operated by the government through
NIA, and those owned and managed by local groups of farmers. The
former are known as "national" systems while the latter are referred
to as "communal" systems. About half of the country's irrigated
lands are served by national systems; the other half are covered by
communal systems (Bagadion and Korten 1980:275).

NIA first used the participatory approach in 1976 in its
communal irrigation projects in Laur, Nueva Ecija. Wwhen it employed
the same approach in the Buhi-Lalo project, NIA had over four years
of experience in developing communal irrigation projects through
participatory method. NIA's participatory development work in
communal projects is described in Bagadion and Korten (1980) and
Korten (1982).
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Project Coverage

The Buhi-Lalo project area covered about 3200 hectares. It
extended from Barangay Antipolo (in Buhi) down to Barangay San
Vicente (in Bato). 1In all, the project covered 24 barangays of
Iriga City and of the three adjoining towns of Buhi, Nabua, and
Bato. Figures 1 and 2 show the extent of the project coverage.

Client pcpulation

The project would affect about 4500 farming households, or
approximately 27,000 people. About two of every five of these
households cultivated irrigated rice farms at the upstream section
of the Buhi-Lalo area; the rest tilled unirrigated ricefields.

The modal size of rice farms ranged from 1 to 3 hectares.

In addition to rice, the households in the project area also
cultivated coconut, fruit trees (such as citrus, papaya, banana,
and chico), and backyard vegetable garden (consisting of tomatoes,
eggplants, ampalaya, and beans). Rice and coconut were raised
primarily for the market while produce from the garden and the
fruit trees were for subsistence. But a number of households
also sold surplus garden and fruit crops.

Rice yields in irrigated farms in the project area averaged
about 2.2 and 3.0 metric tons per hectare during the wet and dry
seasons, respectively. 1In unirrigated rice farms, yleldo were
about 1.4 metric tons per hectare during the wet season. Irrigated
rice farms were cultivated to four or five crops in two years while
unirrigated farms were usually planted only during the wet season. 2
Computations using these production figures show that annual income
per hectare (net of production expenses) from irrigated rice in
1982 totaled B3000; for unirrigated rice, 21400. Rice earnings
were usually supplemented by sales of coconut products (about
#1500 per hectare), pigs, chicken, and poultry products. A typical

’Basic rice yield and income data were derived from the
economic and financial analysis report for the Bicol River Basin
Rinconada Integrated Development Area. This report was submitted
by Tippets-Abbot-McCarthy-Stratton and Trans-Asia Engineering
Associates, Inc. to the Bicol River Basin Development Program
Office in March 1979,
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household which cultivated about a hectare of rainfed riceland,
about 2 hectares of productive coconut land, and backyard garden
and livestock earned approximately B6900 a year at 1982 market
prices. Households with irrigated rice farms earned about B8400
a year,

Farmers in the Buhi-Lalo area were mostly share tenants (35
percent), owner-cultivators (28 percent), or multiple-status rice
farmers (24 percent).? A few were lessees (9 percent) or amortiz-
ing owners (that is, former tenants who had contracted to buy the
land they were cultivating through amortization payments remitted
to the Land Bank of the Philippines; 4 percent).

Area coverage

NIA divided the 3200-hectare coverage of the projec* into
two areas: the Upper .Lalo which would draw water from the Lalo
River and the Lower Lalo which would be served by water from
Lake Buhi." (The boundaries of these areas as'of March 1982 are
shown in Figure 3.) Both areas were further divided into smaller
hydrological units. That is, each area was wvided irto zones,
with each zone consisting of several contiguous rotational areas.

3Multiple—status rice farmers are usually farmers who till a
parcel of land they own and another parcel under share tenancy or
leasehold arrangements. The data on the distribution of farmers
in the project area by tenurial status were based on a sample
survey of 250 farmer-respondents (100 in Upper Lalo; 150, lower
Lalo) conducted by the Buhi-Lalo project office in 1980.

“It must be ncced that NIA's development efforts in the Buhi-
Lalo area began in 1974. In that year, NIA built an intake on
the Lalo River, connecting it to a rice-growing area through the
construction .of 8 kilometers of main canal and 10.6 kilometers
of lateral canals. By late 1975, this system began to irrigate
about 1100 hectares of riceland. In an effort to irrigate an
additional 1000 hectares, in 1976-77 NIA extended the system's
main canal and added one lateral canal. However, the water supply
diverted from the Lalo River turned out to be insufficent to
reach the expansion area. To increase the supply of water and
improve water distribution within the irrigated area, in 1978 NIA
constructed a core wall for the system's intake, and turnouts and
farm ditches in the service area. These improvements also did
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A rotational area was comprised of adjoining farms which
would be served by one turnout either on the main canal or lateral
canal. Based on size, the rotational areas were of two kinds:
reqgular (20 to 54 hectares) and special (SP; smaller than 20 hec-
tares). These areas were furthe=- lobelad accouding Lo the loca-
tions of t.:eir turnouts vis-a-vis the main canal (RAMC) or a
lateral canal (RALAT).

Two considerations guided the Jrouping of rotational areas
into a zone, namely: size of the zone and type of canal(s) from
which the rotational areas would draw water. NIA defined the ideal
size of a zone to be about 250 hectares. This area was deemed to
be ideal for the management of construction works. However, for
water management purposes NIA planned to combine two zones into
one water management district, the ideal size of which was defined
to be around 500 hectares.

W:ile the size-of-the-zone criterion guided the initial
definition of zone boundaries, th se boundaries were later changed
in order that a zone would become a meaningful hydrological unit.
As finally delineated, the zones coveied from 197 to 357 hectares.
Each consisted of a contiguous area which would draw water from a
section of the main canal and from one or more lateral canals, or
from only a section of the main canal.

r Lalo. wWhen the project started, the Upper Lalo area
included 1100 hectares of existing irrigated lands (served by the
Lalo River system) and 300 hectares of expansion area (which
would also obtain water from the Lalo River). 1In January 1981,
the entire Upper Lalo area was divided into five zones: the exist-
ing irrigated lands camprised four zones (Zcnes I-A, I-B, II-A,
and II-C) while the expansion area constituted the remaining zone
(I1-B).

After the water supply from the Lalo River had been adjudged
to be insufficient for irrigating the two tail-end zones (II-B and
II-C), these zones were reclassified in April 1981 as part of Lower
Lalo. Consequently, the coverage of Upper Lalo was reduced to
three zones (I-a, I-B, and II-A, with an average size of 290
hectares). By March 1982, following the completion of construc-
tion, Zones I-A and I-B became Water Management District I while

not succeed in providing irrigation water to the extension area.
Thus, in 1980 NIA began to develop a separate system downstream of
of the existing Lalo River system. This new system would tap
water from Lake Buhi,



Illo and Chiong~Javier 1983:8

Zone II-A was relabeled as District 2. Upper Lalo had then 12
main-canal rotational areas (RAMCs) and 14 lateral-canal rotational
areas (RALATs), or B to 9 areas to a zone (see Table A1, in the
Appendix, for the characteristics of these areas).

Lower Lalo. At the outset of the project, Lower Lalo covered
a total of 1900 hectares of unirrigated lands. This area was
divided into eight zones and until March 1981, each zone was further
divided into arbitrary farmers' groups (for details, see Illo and
Felix 1981). When the project office completed the preliminary
paper location of canals in April 1981, the zones were divided
into rotational areas. Between April 1981 and March 1982, several
changes were introduced which resulted in the fluctuction in the
size and coverage of Lower Lalo (see Table A2 for details). The
notable changes which took place were as follows.

1. In April 1981, the project office decided that two
Upper Lalo zones would draw water either from the left
connector canal (Zone II-B) or from lower Lalo's new
main canal (Zone I1II-C), and not from Lalo River which
served the Upper Lalo areas. Ccnsequently, Zones II-B
and II-C were transferred to Lower Lalo. Moreover,
three expansion zones (VII-A, VII-B, and VII-C) down-
stream of the original Lower Lalo coverage were created
when the project office thought that water from Lake
Buhi could also be harnessed to serve these areas.
These additional areas increased the Lower Lalo zones
from 8 to 13.

2. In July 1981, the project office declared that the left
connector canal "did not belong" to either Upper or
Lower Lalo. Thus, the zone (II-B) to be served by this
canal was considered as an autonomous area (that is, not
part of Upper or Lower Lalo). Meanwhile, plans for the
three expansion zones were dropped after preliminary
field investigations revealed that the quantity of water
discharge from Lake Buhi which would be allocated to the
left connector canal would be insufficient to irrigate
the expansion areas. Moreover, a large section of Zone
VI-B was deleted (and the remaining section merged with
Zone VI-A) after the project office had confirmed that
this area was part of the Barit River national system.
These changes brought down the number of Lower Lalo
zones to eight.



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:9

3. In late 1981, the NIA regional office advised the project
office that four rotatiomal areas in Zone 1V-B were partly
bein~ irrigated by an existing communal system and would
form part of the coverage of the Agos communal irrigation
pProject. The deletion of these areas from the Buhi-lLalo
Project coverage took effect on February 1982 and resulted
in the restructuring of a downstream zone (VI-a), and
the assignment of the zone's remaining areas to other
zones. C(onsequently, the number of zones in Lower Lalo
was reduced to seven.

4. In March 1982, Zone II-B was reclassified as part of
Lower Lalo, thus, increasing the Lower Lalo zones to
eight. Morecver, the zones were renumbered to coincide
with the water management district numbers (see Table A3
for details).

By March 1982, the Lower Lalo area had been increased to 2304
hectares (236 hectares of irrigated fields and 2068 unirrigated
lands). This area was divided into 8 zones, with an average size
of 288 hectares, and 84 rotational areas, or 10 to 11 areas to a
zone. Of these rotational areas, 25 were to draw water from the
new main canal of the Lower Lalo system, 50 from lateral canals,
and 9 from the Lake Buhi left connector canal (see Table A1 for
details). oOnce the Lower Lalo system became operaticnal, NIA
planned to divide it into four water management districts, with
each district consisting of two zones (see Table A3 for details).

Project Thrust and Timetable

In both Upper and Lower Lalo areas, NIA intended to develop
strong irrigators' associations which would operate and maintain
the lateral canals and farm ditches, leaving NIA with only the
operation and maintenance of the diversion works and main canal.
NIA hoped that the process of developing irrigators' organizations
prior to construc:ion and fully involving these groups in the develop-
ment of their irrigation systems would result in associations
capable of taking on operation and maintenance responsibilities.
(NIA also expects that in due time and with mutually acceptable
arrangements and conditions, the associations would take over +he
operation and maintenance of the whole system from NIA.) Experi-
ence with communal systems indicated that the participatory approach
was a promising one. Past efforts had shown that this method had
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resulted in improved layout of canal networks, a layout which com-
bined farmers' knowledge of the area with the engineers' technical
expe -tise.®

To achieve its objectives in the Buhi-Lalo project, NIA initi-
ated organizing activities which aimed to assist farmers in develop-
ing their irrigators' associations and to prepare them for their
participation in system development activities. Farmers were in-
formally organized first into rotational area, and then main- or
lateral-canal groups. In Upper Lalo, these groups were involved
in the planning, design, and construction of terminal facilities
(farm ditches, turnouts, crossings, division boxes, checks, and
drops) while in Lower Lalo they participated in the planning,
design, and construction of the lateral canals as well as of the
terminal facilities.

The informally organized groups provided the foundation on
which the irrigators' associations at the zone level were developed.
These zonal associations included an average of 300 farmer-members
each, and would eventually be responsible for operating and main-
taining system facilities within an average area of 290 hectares.
Because a zone covered farms which would draw water from a common
or adjacent laterals or from turnouts along an identified strip of
the main canal, ea~h association would then be charged with the
management of water and irrigation facilities within a defined
water-service areca.

The schedule of NIA activities in Upper and Lower Lalo is
presented in Table 1. It should be noted that when NIA implemented
the participatory approach in the Buhi-Lalo project in.November 1980,
the rehabilitaticn work on the existing system in Upper Lalo was
six months underway while the preconstruction activities in Lower
Lalo had barely started.

Project Personnel

The Buhi-Lalo project stafft was headed by a project manager,
who supervised the operations of five divisions, namely: adminis-
trative, engineering, construction, equipment, and farmers'

SEvidences of results of farmers' participation in partici-
patory communal projects are found in process documentation research
reports on three projects--Aslong (Illo, de los Reyes, and Felix,
forthcoming) and Taisan in Camarines Sur and Siwaragan in Iloilo.
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Timetable of selected technical and institutional

activities of the Buhi-ILalo project: November 1980 to

December 1982

Selected activity

Upper Lalo

Lower Lalo

Organizing farmers at the
rotational-area level

Determining the layout of
teiminal facilities (Upper
Lalo) and lateral canals
(Lower Lalo)

Undertaking construction
surveys, negotiations
for rights of way, and
actual construction

Organizing farmers into
irrigators' associations

November 1980-
June 1981
(7 months)

January 1981~
March 1981
(3 months)

April 1981-
March 1982
(12 months)

July 1981~
December 1981
(6 months)

November 1980~
October 1981
(12 months)

March 1981-
December 1981
(9 months)

January 1982~
December 1982
(12 months)

November 1981-
Pecember 1982
(14 months)

assistance.

Each division was administered by a division chief

who was responsible for two to five sections (see Figure 4).°

The chief of the engineering division concurrently acted as irri-
gation superintendent of the existing Lalo River system, super-
vising NIA personnel involved in the operations of the system.7
The project staff engaged in field implementation constituted two
groups: the community organizers (COs) and the technical staff

(T8).

®In May' 1982, the project manager became known as chief field
engineer while the division chiefs, division managers.

’prior to the implementation of the Buhi-Lalo project, NIA
managed the existing Lalo system through the Office of the Barit

River National Irrigation System.

(The Barit system, another

national system, is located west of the Buhi-Lalo project area.)
To facilitate the coordination of project undertakings and the
management of the Lalo system, in 1981 NIA transferred to the
Buhi-Lalo project office the operations of the Lalo system.
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Community organizers

In late 1980, the Buhi-Lalo project office recruited 15 COs
(8 females and 7 males) to organize farmers into irrigators"
associations and to prepare them for involvement in pProject activi-
ties. These NIA COs were reinforced by eight student COs (from
the University of the Philippines' Institute of Social Work and
Community Development) who spent five months (November 1980 to
March 1981) in the area as part of their course requirements. Six
NIA COs (together with four student COs) were assigned to Upper
Lalo; nine NIA COs (along with four student COs) were deployed to
Lower Lalo. All COs were under the irrigators' organization and
training section of the farmers' assistance division. (But the
student COs also received supervision from their academic advisers.)
Because of the nature of their work, COs resided in their assigned
zones.

Changes in COs and co assignments. COs were deployed in
Nuvember 1980 and had since been reshuffled or assigned to different
Zzones, or replaced in their original zone assignment. Moreover, two
COs resigne.l while the contract of two others were not renewed.

The major changes in the assignments of COs were as follows.

1. Temporary deployment to othex zones.® Between April 1981
and February 1982, the project office reassigned COs tem-
porarily to zones which needed additional organizers.
Thus in April 1981, five COs from the tail-end Lower Lalo
zones were deploved to three Upper Lalo zones (see Table
A4 for details). This move was precipitated by the Upper
Lalo COs' concern that they might not meet the midyear
organizing targets (that is, organizing farmers on the
main- or lateral-canal level and preparing farmers for
construction work) unless they get reinforcements. °

8 n December 1980, two student COg in Lower Lalo were trans-
ferred to another zone: one because the regular Zone III-B CO
requested assistance and the other because his partner-Cco
declared his intention to work alone in the zone (in 1v-B).

’Lower Lalo COs were fielded part-time in Upper Lalo because
organizing work in their zones could not proceed until the paper
location of canal lines was released by the project office (which
took place in June 1987).
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In two other instances, COs were deployed to a
different zone either because their original zone was
declared "second-priority" area or becal~e organizing
work in another zone had to be hastened to help avoid
further delays in technical tasks.

2. Reshuffling of assignments. When the coverage of Lower
Lalo was restructured in July 1981 and in February 1982,
the number of zones was reduced which resulted in the
reshuffling of zone assignment of COs at the downstream
zones. The permanent assignment of two Lower Lalo COs
to two Upper Lalo zones also caused changes in zone
assignments of the remaining Lower Lalo COs.

3. Hiring of new COs. Between July and November 1981, new
COs were hired for various reasons: to replace COs who
had been promoted to supervisory position or assigned
to a different zone, to assist a CO whose organizing
area had expanded, or to replace COs who had either re-
signed or whose contract had not been renewed by the
project office. By end of March 1982, the project office
had hired five new COs, one of whom resigned after two
months of stay in the field because of health reasons.

As cf end of March 1982, the NIA had 16 COs working in the
Buhi-Lalo project: 6 in Upper Lalo and 10 in lower Lalo. Table A4
summarizes the distribution of COs from January 1981 to March 1982.

Training of COs. Prior to their deployment on 25 November
1980, COs underwent a 12-day training consisting of a.two-day
general discussions on theories of organizing, a five-day stay in
two communal irrigation projects in Camarines Sur which had been
developed using the participatory approach, and a five-day final
session to discuss organizing principles and methods. The train-
ing took place at the NIA regional training center in La Trinidad,
Iriga City. Following the training, COs spent three weeks in their
assigned field sites. Armed with initial knowledge of their areas,
they then returned to the Training Center to meet with the tech-
nical staff to devise an integrated technical and institutional
work program for implementation in 1981. This workshop enabled
Cos and TS of a zone to plan and work together, particularly in
Upper Lalo where construction activities were imminent.
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COs had a second training on 25-27 February 1981 during the
staff development workshop which Ts likewise attended.!® The
participating TS included division chiefs, section heads and some
assistants, and four Upper lalo zone enginsers. The workshop was
convened jointly for COs and TS in view of the project office's
desire to develop a harmonious working relationship among them.
The workshop was aimed at providing both COs and TS additional
knowledge and a deeper understanding of the concepts and skills of
community organizing. Thus, COs could be expected to perform
better in the field and TS would be able to appreciate COs' work.
(Workshop proceedings are presented in detail in the Upper Lalo
mor.chily documentation report no. 2.)

The project office hired three new COs in July 1981 and two
more in November 1981. These (Os were given one-day briefings at
the project office and then received further guidance from their
partner-CoO., 1In December, these new (O3 were sent to San Rafael,
Bulacan for a 15-day training session. (They joined community
organizers who were scheduled to be fielded in other national
irrigation projects.)

Supervision of (0s. The Buhi-Lalo project was already six
months underway when NIA decided to employ the participatory
approach in the area. By then, the project's organizational
structure had been established. To assist the project staff in
the implementation of the participatory approach, NIA assigned two
institutional development consultants to the project.

Until the end of June 1981, COs were supervised by the head
of the project's irrigators' organization and training section and
two institutional development consultants. The section head
covered botr Upper and lower Lalo COs while one consultant took
charge of Upper Lalo COs and the other, the Lower Lalo COs.

In July 1981, the consultants withdrew from the project and
the section head was designated to take charge of Upper Lalo COs.
The Lower Lalo COs' supervisor was chosen from among the existing
(Os through a‘'process which combined the results of the project
office's performance evaluation and COs' peer ratings.. Zone III-A
CO was selected but he resigned in December 1981. The farmers'

loExcept the one in Zone II-A, the student COs were unable
to attend the workshop because of a school activity.
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assistance division chief assumed temporarily the supervision of
lower Lalo COs. On 15 February 1982 project management asked (Os
to choose a new Lower Lalo COs' supervisor using the same method
as that employed in July 1981. Zone II-B CO was unanimously
identified for the position.

Technical staff

Personnel of the project's engineering, construction, and
farmers' assistance divisions composed the technical staff. 1In
general, they had joined the project earlier than COs because
technical activities in Upuer Lalo began ahead (May 1980) of
institutional development work (November 1980).

Among TS, the members of the survey and design sections of
the engineering division, and the zone engineers (ZEs) of the
construction division frequented the project area. Moreover,
personnel of the water management section of the farmers' assis-
tance division often visited the Upper Lalo area. Of the four
groups, ZEs coordinated more closely with COs and farmers because
they were responsible for implementing the planned technical
improvements within the zone.!!

Because construction (which was suspended in late 1980) was
scheduled to resume in March 1981 in four of the original Upper
Lalo zones, ZEs were assigned to each of these zones in January
1981. A ZE was fielded to Zone II-B in April 1981 when construc-
tion in the area became imminent.

In Lower Lalo where construction was planned to start in
December 1981, ZEs were assigned one to a zone in the upstream area
beginning Oc’.ober 1981.12 Then in January 1982 when construction

"1In Lower Lalo, the design and survey sections coordinated
their field activities with COs and farmers in connection with the
finalization of the location of canals and ditches. Until March
1982, construction activities were limited to the six upstream
zones of the Buhi-Lalo area.

12In June 1981, a ZE was named to Zone III-A and another to
Zones III-B and IV-A. Both were eventually relieved of their posts
(see Illo and Felix 1982:12). Zones III-B and IV-A engineer was
replaced in July 1981; Zone III-A did not have another ZE until
January 1982.



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:17

activities declined in their original work areas, ZEs of Zones I-a,
I-B, II-A, and II-C were assigned part~time to downstream zones of
Lower Lalo. At that time, however, ZEs of ITI-B and IV-A had left
the project. fThus as of end of March, only Zone II-B had a full-
time engineer; the other zones had an engineer working part-time.

The Buhi-Lalo Documentatiaon Research

Because the participatory approach was to be applied for the
first time in a national irrigation project, NIA decided to have its
field-level implementation documented. This decision rested on
NIA's desire to learn what strategies were appropriate for rehabil-
itating an existing national system (in Upper Lalo) and for develop-
ing a new national system (Lower Lalo) through the participatory
approach. In December 1980, NIA contracted the Research and
Service Center (RSC) of the Ateneo de Naga to conduct the documen-
tation research.

Content of the research

The documentation of activities in the Buhi-Lalo project was
done from January 1981 through March 1982. The research covered
the following project tasks in Upper Lalo: (1) securing farpers'
participation in the reviey of designs of tcrminal facilities,
(2) involving farmers in the construction survey for terminal facil-
ities and in right-of-way negotiations, (3) engaging farmers in
construction, and (4) developing informal farmers' organizations at
the rotational-area level, and subsequently organizing farmers into
zonal irrigators' associations. In Lower Lalo, the research focused
on the following project activities: (1) securing farmers' partici-
pation in determining the location and layout of lateral canals ang
terminal facilities, (2) involving farmers in construction survey
for lateral canals and terminal facilities and in right-of-way
negotiations, (3) preparing farmers for participation in construction
activities, and (4) organizing farmers at the rotational-area level.

The research aimed (1) to reveal the process by which irriga-
tors' organizations were developed in the area, (2) to specify the
ways in which farmers were involved in planning their respective
lateral canals (in Lower Lalo) and terminal facilities (in both
Upper and Lower Lalo), and (3) to derive lessons which could help
NIA identify the operational requirements for the implementation
of the participatory approach to national irrigation system
development.
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To reduce the research into manageable proportions, NIA and

RSC agreed that detailed documentation of project activities would
be undertaken in two Upper Lalo zones (I-A and I-B) and in another
two Lower Lalo zones (III-B and IV-A). In the documentation zones,
research efforts focused on the activities of three groups involved
in project implementation: the NIA community organizers (COs), the

NIA technical staff (1s), and the farmers covered by the irrigation
project,

The common set of activities which were documented in the
and Lower Lalc research sites were the following.

1.

Activities of COs. 7These included how a CO mobilized
farmers for an activity, what the C0s' bases for mobil-
ization were, how a CO coordinated his activities with
those of TS, and what role a CO took when farmers
performed an activity.

Activities of TS. Thesc included what specific tasks TS
undertook, how TS coordinated their tasks with those of
COs and farmers, who among the farmers TS dealt with,
what commitments TS made to farmers and how these were
met, and what roles TS took when farmers performed

an activity.

Organization and activities of farmers. These were
grouped into the following topics.

a. Organization and activities of the working committees.
These included the kinds of committees organized,
bases for organizing each committee, selw:ction of
commi ttee membership, functions of each committee,
and performance of committee members.

b. Nature of farmers' participation in determining the
location and layout of terminal facilities. These
included the kinds of activities undertaken in
connection with the design of terminal facilities,
participants in the activity, bases for grouping
farmer-participants, kinds of alterations farmers
made in the design, and kinds of farmer-suggested
alterations accepted or disapproved by TS.

c. Nature of farmers' participation in obtaining right
of way (ROW) for terminal facilities. These included
the strategies employed to obtain ROW permits and to
deal with those who refused to provide ROW for
terminal facilities.
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Additional activities covered in Upper Lalo were as follows.

1. Nature of farmers' participation in the construction of
terminal facilities. These included the bases for grouping
farmers who narticipated in construction, characteristics of
the leaders of farmers' groups, work and pay arrangements that
TS and farmers observed during construction, and records that
TS and farmers kept with regard to these arrangements.

2. Formation and organization of irrigators' associations. These
included the bases for organizing farmers into associations,
determination of association membership, characteristics of
association leaders, and evolution of farmers' groups into
associations.

In Lower Lalo, the research also focused on the following
topics:

1. Nature of farmers' participation in determining the
location and layout of lateral canals. These included
the kinds of activities undertaken with regard to the
design and location of lateral canals, participants in
the activity, bases for grouping farmer-participants
kinds of changes farmers made in the design, and kinds
of farmer-suggested changes accepted or disapproved by
TS.

2. Nature of farmers' participation in obtaining ROW for
lateral canals. These included the strategies employed
to obtain ROW permits and to deal with those who refused
to donate ROW fo: lateral canalc .

3. Nature of farmers' participation in designing the lateral
canals and/or terminal facilities. These included the
specific tasks farmers undertook in connection with spot
map preparation, and the bases for grouping farmer-
participants in the activity.

Methodologx

To document the process of pProject implementation, RSC fielded
two participant-observers in mid-January 1981: one each to Upper
and Lower Lalo. Starting in June 1981, however, an additional
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participant-observer was sent to nger Lalo because of the intense
level of activities in that area.’

The field data were obtained primarily through participant-
observation. This research technique dictated that the researcher
observel and recorded the tasks and responses of project partici-
pants during both formal and informal activities. The participant-
observers, therefore, resided in the documentation zones; one
stayed in Salvacion, Iriga City (in Lower Lalo, Zone IV-A} and the
other, in San Francisco, Buhi (in Upper Lalo, Zone I-A). They were
present during project activities like meetings, sharing sessions
among farmer-leaders, walk-throughs, surveys, and NIA-farmer
negotiations. If unable to be present, the researchers collected
information on the completed activity from COs, TS, and/or farmers
who attended the particular event. In addition, the participant-
observers conducted unstructured interviews with project partici-
pants on issues and/or problems which emerged during the documenta-
tion period.

Each month, the data collected by the participant-observers
were written up in a report. In all, 15 reports had been completed
separately for Upper and Lower Lalo as of end of March 1982. A
typical monthly report covered: (1) areas(s) of COs' work concentra-
tion, (2) project activities, and (3) issues and/or problems which
emerged during the month. Before the reports for a particular
month were finalized, they were subjected to a week-long review by
COs assigned to the documentation zones, and several members of
the project management staff.'" Comments were then discussed with
members of the research team who later incorporated into the report
the COs' and other project staff's comments.

'31he first two participant-observers fielded in Upper Lalo
were females. One left the research project because of her studies;
the other, for health reasons. The two participant-observers hired
in June 1981 were both males. The researcher who covered Lower Lalo
for the duration of the research was also male.

1%he research team tried two review strategies during the
research period: convening a meeting with the project personnel
concerned, and consulting separately with the project personnel
concerned about the latter's comments. At least three review
meetings were held; the s.-.ond strategy was followed in most months.
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The research sites

The research team focused their documentation of project
activities on Zones I-A and I-B of Upper Lalo, and Zones III-B and
IV-A of Lower Lalo. The research area Coverage in Upper Lalo
remained tne same throughout the research period; in Lower Lalo,
the documentation zones underwent several changes.

Upper Lalo. The Upper Lalo documentation zones were con-
tiguous areas covering about 514 hectares. Zone I-A extended over
three barangays in the town of Buhji (Antipolo, San Francisco, and
San Isidro) but a large section of it was found in San Francisco.
Zone I-B covered portions of four barangays also in Buhi (San
Francisco, San Isidro, Santa Isabel, and San Jose-Salay) but the
greater part of the zone was located in Santa Isabel.

San Francisco and Santa Isabel were linked to each other and
to other barangays in Upper Lalo by a network of roads, most of
which had not been served by public utility vehicles. Both were
rice-growing communities; their irrigated rice fa:ms obtained
water from the existing Lalo system. Most resicents derived all or
@ greater portion of their income from rice production. A najority
of the rice farmers in the area were either share tenants (34
percent) or owner-cultivators (25 percent); the rest were multiple~
status farmers (18 percent), lessees (15 percent), or tillers
paying for their land with the Land Bank of the Philippines (8
percent). For either commercial or consumption purposes, residents
also grew vegetables and coconut and they tended backyard poultry,
livestock, and small-scale fishponds which were adjacent to rice
plots. Farm products for sale were taken to the town .center during
market days on Tuesdays and Fridays. In terms of dialect spoken,
San Francisco residents spoke predominantly Bikol-Buhi while
Santa Isabel residents used Bikol-Iriga.

The topography of the documentation Zor.:s differed. About
one-third of Zone I-A had uneven terrain. In contrast, Zone I-B
area was almost uniformly even; its uneven portions were planted
to coconut and were not expected to be converted to irrigated
ricelands.

Lower Lalo. While the two Upper Lalo documentation zones
had remained unaltered throughout the research period, the two
Lower Lalo documentation zones were redefined at various times.
In April 1981, the project design section estimated the area of
these zones to be about 594 h:ctares, with 10 and 7 rotational
areas constituting Zones III-B and IV-7, respectively. By end of



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:22

March 1982, however, the documentation zones had been defined to
cover about 623 hectares, with Zone III-B comprising 13 areas while
Zone IV-A had 11. Moreover, between April 1981 and March 1982,

the extent of the coverage of these zones fluctuated. BAnd between
April 1981 and January 1982, the design section (or TS) and the
farmers' assistance division differed in their delineation of areas
which composed the zones.

The changes in area coverage and the diffeiences in the
rotat .onal-area composition as defined by the design section and
the farmers' assistance division stemmed from the following.

1. The project design section sought to define a zone as
a hydrologically meaningful area. As data were
received from either the survey section, from farmers
or from both sources, the project office found out that
certain areas could not be reached at all; or they needed
to be reached by a different route, such as receiving
water from a different latceral; or from the main canal
rather than from a lateral. The project office thus
continually redefined the area coverage of a particular
zone.

2. At the start of COs' deployment, the farmers' assist-
ance division assigned COs according to the design
section's initial estimate of the boundaries of the
zone. COs became acquainted with the farmers in that
area. When the design section redefined the zone, the
CO did not immedi~cely disconnect his involvement with
the farmers with whom he had done his initial work.

The CO, therefore continued to work with them for a
while, and defined the zone to fit his work area.
Eventually, however, the COs adjusted their definitions
of the zones to match the TS' hydrologically defined
zones, inasmuch as the latter will become the functional
units in terms of operation and mainterance. (For
illustrative cases, see Table A5.)

The changes in the rotational areas covered by Zones III-B
also altered the barangay compositions of the zone. In April
1981, about 90 percent of the Zone III-B areas were located in
San Antonio, Iriga City, with the remainder in La Trinidad,

Iriga City. By end of March 1982, Zone III-B had extended to
two more barangays of Iriga City, Salvacion and Santa Cruz, though
San Antonio still accounted for the largest portion of the zone.
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Meanwhile, despite the modifications in the rotational-area com-
position of Zone IV-A, the barangays covered by the zone remained
as follows: Salvacion and San Antonio (Iriga City), Masoli and
Nifo Jesus (Bato), and Lourdes 0ld and Lourdes Young (Nabua).

As in January 1981, the largest section of the zone was located
in Salvacion, Irica City.

San Antonio and Salvacion were about 6 to 7 kilometers away
from the city center. Most of its residents engaged in rainfed
rice farming. The rice farmers of the two communities were dis-
tributed as follows: share tenants, 36 percent; owner-cultivators,
29 percent; multiple-status farmers, 29 percent; lessees, 5 percent;
and, amortizing owners, 1 percent. These farmers also grew root-
crops, coconut, vegetables, and fruit trees, and tended poultry
and livestock. Agricultural production was earmarked for both
market and household consumption. Farm products from San Antonio
and Salvacion were usually taken to the city center during the
city's marketdays--Mondays and Thursdays.



I1. PROJECT ACTIVITIES IN UPPER LALO

Upper Lalo comprised the area served by the existing Lalo River
irrigation system which the project began to rehabilitate in July
1980. It was initially defined as covering five zones with a
total of 1100 hectares but it was later redefined to cover three
zones with 870 hectares. By December 1980, some access roads and
farm-level canal structures (mainly turnouts and division boxes)
had been built in the area. In January 1981, however, project
management suspended construction work so that farmers could be
organized for participation in system rehabilitation tasks. Con-
struction activities were resumed in April, or about four months
after COs had been fielded in the area. Frcm then on, COs and TS
worked with farmers in formulating and implementing plans for
system improvements. Moreover, COs assisted farmers in developing
their irrigators' associations which were expected to undertake
partial system operation and maintenance responsibilities upon
completion of rehabilitation work. This chapter discusses the
crganizing and technical activities which took place between late
November 1980 and March 1982 in two Upper Lalo zones (I-A and I-B).
An overview of the stages of organizing work precedes the
discussion.

Stages of Organizing Work

The project aimed to develop farmers' capability for under-
taking partial operation and maintenance of the Upper Lalo system
(that is, joint management of the system with NIA) by .involving
them in the rehabilitation of system facilities as well as in the
development of their irrigators' associations. To achieve this
objective, the project drew up an organizing plan which consisted
of three progressive stages: organization of farmers by rotational
area, by canal, and by zone.

The plan was founded on the expectation that a zone (covering

about 250 hectares) would be sufficiently large to constitute a
meaningful area for water managemwent and system maintenance, and
would provide a formal irrigators' association significant tasks

to maintain its interest and involvement. However, to ensure

broad participation and a strong membership base in the formal
association, the project considered it important to first develop
informal farmer-groups on the basis of smaller areec coverages.

24
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Hence, rotational-area groups (each covering about 30 hectares)
were to be formed initially; these were to be organized sub-
sequently into canal groups (each covering about 100 hectares)
which would be finally formed into zonal associations. It was
also expected that the zonal associations might eventually
federate in order to manage the entire system.

The plan therefore called for organizing rotational-area
groups immediately after COs were deployed to their respective
zones in late November 1980. A rotational-area group would
consist of farmers who derived water from one turnout along the
main canal or a lateral canal within a zone. ‘rhis group would
manage the irrigation facilities found in its own area once NIA
turned over partial system operation and maintenance to the zonal
irrigators' associations. Canal groups would be formed beginning
July 981. A can group would be composed of several rotational-~
area units (an average of three) served by the same canal. It
would oversee the operation and maintenance tasks undertaken by
its units. The organization of canal groups in a zone into one
formal irrigators' association was to start in January 1982,

By then, the association would have elected its officers and rati-
fied its bylaws, and would be registered with the Securities and
Exchange Commission. This association would be responsible for
managing the irrigation operations within the zone, including
coordinating with NIA on matters pertaining to these operations.

In accordance with the first stage of the plan, Zones 1-a
and I-B COs delineated farmers' groups on the basis of the rota-
tional-area concept. This task was facilitated by the availability
of (1) a zone parcellary map (provided by the project office)
showing the boundaries of rotational areas, the locations of
farmers' lands, the layout of existing canal lines and structures,
and proposed (paper location) farm ditches and other terminal
structures; and (2) preliminary lists of water users (provided by
the Lalo River system watermasters) drawing water from the same
<urnout.,

While organizing at the rotational-area level, however, COs
divided the rotational-area groups into even smaller units--the
farmers who obtained water from a supplementary farm ditch (SFD).
An SFD group wes composed of about 14 farmers who tilled a total
of about 7 hectares. (COs found out that it was easier to mobilize
SFD groups to accomplish certain project tasks because these
groups involved a fewer number of farmers. Moreover, particularly
with regard to technical activities which concerned farm ditches,
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0s found it both appropriate and effective to encourage the par-
ticipation of SFD groups because they were the direct beneficia~-
ries of these facilities. Thus, espacially between January and
June 1981, COs focused their organizing efforts on these groups.

By July 1981, Zone I-A COs had grouped the rotational~area
and ditch leaders in the zone into two: main and lateral groups.
These Jeaders' groups conducted separate meetings to plan foxr and
coordinate the activities of their respective rotational-area
members. Then in August 1981, the two groups started meeting as
one zonal group although they still continued to hold separate
meetings until November 1981. Zone I-B COs, in turn, mobilized
all rotational-area and ditch leaders in the zone to meet as one
group beginning August 1981. Thus, arthough leaders in both zones
met either as main canal, lateral, or zonal groups, mobilization
of farmers for project activities remained at the rccational-
area level.

In December 1981, members of each zone were organized into
a formal irrigators' association. In their gepexal assenbly held
during the month, the association members ratified their bylaws
and articles of incorporation. They also elected all (Zone '-A)
or a majority (Zone I-B) of their zonal officials, namely: members
of the board of directors, members of the four standing committees,
and the main canal and the lateral canal watermasters. After the
assembly, the noard elected from among its members the association
of ficers consisting of the president, vice-president, secretary,
treasurer, and/or auditor. By March 1982, the zonal irrigators'
associations had presented to NIA their respective terms and
conditions for undertaking joint management of the Lalo River
system with NIA. Negotiations between each zonal association and
NIA were scheduled to be completed by June 1982. It was expected
that in Juiy 1982 the two parties would formalize in a contract
their agreements regarding system operation and maintenance.

Organizing Farmers for System
Improvement Activities

When COs began working in their assigned zones, they did
not immediately cover all rotational arcas in the zone. Rather,
they first worked in two or three areas. When farmers in these
areas became sufficiently organized, COs initiated work in other
areas but they continued to assist the farmers in areas they had
previously covered.
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In each rotational area, COs initially familiarized them-
selves with the community and sought to elicit opinions of farmers
about the project as well as their problems rarticularly with
regard to irrigation. Subsequently, COs mobilized farmers to
participate in three key tasis: (1) verifying whether or not the
farmers included in the lists provided by the Lalo River system
watermasters were actual cultivators of farms in the area,

(2) identifying farmer-leaders, and (2) convening farmers' meet-
ings. These tasks were breparatory to involving farmers in plan-
ning and constructing the terminal facilities in their respective
areas. After construction, however, COs continued to mobilize
farmers for these tasks; by then, rarmers' involvement in these
tasks centered on their expected participation in System operation
and maintenance.

COs' integration and
groundwork

During the first three weexs after their deployment on
25 November 1980, COs concentrated on integrating with the com-
munities covered by their respective zones. This activity was
aimed at familiarizing themselves with the physical and social
features of these communities. COs learned the network of roads
in a zone, determined the boundaries of the entire zone and of its
communities, and inspected the system's facilities end fields to
know the coverages of rotational areas in the zone. They also
introduced themselves to the people in a community by paying
courtesy calls on barangay cfficials, talking to farmers whom they
met while doing the rounds, visiting farmers in their homes and
farms, and attending community gatherings (such as barangay
meetings) and private functions (like birthday and marriage cel-
ebrations) to which they were invited.

In January 1981, C0s began groundwork with farmers who be-
longed to rotational areas which they had started to organize in
their zcones. Cos initially sought from farmers an articulation of
their problens pertaining to irrigation and the system. The major
problems cited by farmers included lack of irrigation water for
tail-end farms, prescnce of illegal turnouts, NIA ditchtenders'
neglect of their duties to maintain system facilities, nonfunctional
or dysfunctional canal structures, high irrigation fees, and unfair
irrigation-fee collection practices such as collectors' failure to
issue receipts to payers and NIA's failure to adjust fees for farms
that had decreased in size owing to system improvements. COs and
farmers also discussed these problems. 1In their discussions, COs
elicited the farmers' perceived solutions to these problems.
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In introducing the project to the farmers, COs emphasized
its participatory goals and helped the farmers see that these
c~”'s were supportive of their needs. For example, COs stated
t. ut farmers' concern for adequate irrigation water supply would
be met once the system was rehabilitated. And by their participa-
tion as an organized group in the project's rehabilitation efforts,
particularly concerning the design and construction of their own
terminal facilities, farmers could make sure that they would have
the facilities they required and that their farms would be served
by these facilities. In addition, the farmers' desire for a
better-managed system could be met by the project's cbjective of
eventually assigning partial system operation and maintenance
responsibilities to irrigators' associations. Through their
associations, farmers would have a direct hand in running their
system facilities to their satisfaction.

Finally, as soon as farmers had recognized and accepted the
advantages that they could derive from the project, COs mobilized
them to take concrete steps to realize these advantages. The
steps called for farmers to organize into and meet as a rotational-
area group, select their leaders, firm up their membership list,
participate in the project's various organizing and technical
tasks, and settle issues or problems related to these tasks.

validating rotational-area
and zonal membership lists

While integrating with the communities in their zones, COs
began to verify the NIA-provided lists of farmers for each
rotational area they covered. The lists which COs had obtained
from the system's watermasters contained the names of persons who
were billed for the use of irrigation water but who might or
might not be the actual cultivators of fields in the system.

For instance, these lists did not include the names of cultivators
of fields for which the landowners were the ones who settled the
irrigation bills. Moreover, the NIA lists repeated the names of
farmers who tilled more than one farm lot within either a rota-
tional area or a zone. COs' effort to validate the lists,
therefore, focused on eliminating the duplication of names and
adding names which had not previously been included.

validation of lists was done until the exact number of
farmers in the rotational areas, which would indicate the total
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membership size in a zone, was determined. Knowing who and how
many belonged to an area was important to the cos' as well as
leaders' tasks of conducting groundwork with members and mobilizing
these members to participate in project undertakings. Accurate
listings of rotational-area members would also be needed by zonal
irrigators' associations when these groups begin to handle system
management tasks like collecting irrigation fees and other dues
from members and dividing or assigning system maintenance respons-
ibilities among members. Thus, during the documentation period,
QOs validated the NIA lists thrice: the first occurred from late
November 1980 to July 1981; the second, from August to December
1981; and the third, from January to March 1982.

1. The first validation phase (late November 1980 to July
1981) was aimed at determining who among the farmers
in the NIA lists were actual tillers of farms in the
rotational areas and who among the tillers of fields
in these areas were not included in the lists.!5 The
procedures which Zones I-A and I-B COs adopted were as
follows. Zone I-A COs began to validate the lists by
asking potential leaders to submit the names of their
respective group members. Then, they checked the
farmer-prepared lists against those of NIA. During the
first meeting of a rotational-area group and in the
course of their groundwork, COs conferred with farmers
to reconcile the data differences between the two lists.
In turn, Zone I-B COs inquired from potential leaders
and members of SFD groups if the names in the NIA lists
were those of farmers who belonged to their groups.16
This process was repeated in the first meeting of a
rotational area; its results were verified further by
COs during subsequent groundwork activities.

154ith regard to farmers who did not own the fields they
tilled, COs also obtained the names of their landowners particularly
if the landowners were the ones who paid the irrigation fees.

16Between February and April 1981, farmers in two Zone I-B
rotational areas created membership committees to undertake the
validation work. The committee chairmen were elected in February;
their members (at least one representative per SFD group) were
selected in March or April. However, COs and/or farmer-leaders
in these areas continued the task of validating farmers' lists.
Thus, none of the membership committees became functional.
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The NIA lists provided to COs contained a total of
302 farmers for Zone I-A and 453 farmers for Zone I-B
(see Table A6). Validation of these lists and of those
prepared by COs and farmers resulted in the inclusion of
new names and the exclusion of others. By July 1981, a
total of 44 names (38 in Zone I-A and 6 in Zone I-B)
were stricken cff the lists because of any of these
reasons: (1) farmers had fields in more than one rota-
tional area and they had been listed already in the
rotational area of their choice, (2) they had fields in
more than one SFD area within a rotational area and they
had been listed already as members of the SFD group of
their choice, (3) they had returned the lots they
cultivated to their owners who had been listed already
as rotational-area members, or (4) they had refused to
join the Upper Lalo system because of their existing
membership in the San Rafael communal system {adjoining
Zone I-A).

By end of July 1981, the validated lists for Zone
I-A included 369 farmers (an increase of 67 over the
NIA estimate) while those for Zone I-B had 424 farmers
(a decrease of 29 from the NIA estimate).

The second validation phase (August to December 1981)
involved reconfirming the lists which were validated in
July. At the end of this second validation, the total
number of farmers in Zone I-B remained at 424. However,
in Zone I-A, shifts in the designs for four rotational
areas and changes in farmers' tilling arrangements in
one area resulted in an incrcase in the zone's member-
ship, from 369 to 380 (see Table A6).

The third validation phase (January to March 1982) was
aimed at determining the exact number of members in a
zone. For this purpose, farmers of a rotational area
were classified according to residence and nonresidence
in‘the area where they cultivated a farm. Moreover,
farmers who tilled a farm in more than one rotational
area were asked to choose the area where they wanted to
be listed as members. The selected area could be one
which was more accessible to the farmers or where they
intended to participate more actively. (However, the
rotational-area lists continued to contain the names of
all tillers of farms in the area, with each tiller
jdentified as resident, nonresident, or member of another
area.)
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In Zone I-A, this validation tock place in January
1982 during meetings convened by COs and farmer-leaders.
It resulted in the identification of 306 farmer-members
of the zone, 77 percent of whom were residents of the
rotational area where they farmed. 1In Zone I-B, in
turn, COs and farmer-leaders undertook the validation
during their groundwork activities. As of end of March
1982, validation of lists for two rotational areas had
yet to be completed. The validated lists for the other
seven areas showed an aggregate membership of 236 farmers,
72 percent of whom resided in the rotational area where
they cultivated a farm.

Thus by end of March 1982, two COs worhed in a zone
of about 260 hectares cultivated by about 300 fammers.
A zone was divided into 8 or 9 rotational areas, with an
area covering around 30 hectares which were tilled by
about 40 farmers (see Table 2).

Table 2. Selected information on Upper Lalo documentation
zones: 31 March 1982

Information Zone I-A Zone I-B
Total size of the zone (in ha.) 257 256
Total number of farmers in the zone? 236 306
Number of rotational areas 9 8
Average size of rotational area (in ha.) 28 32
Average number of farmers per

rotational area 39 44
Number of COs assigned to the zone 2 P

aThis refers to the number of farmers reported in the vali-
dated mewrbership lists for the zone as of end of March 1982,

bThis figure excludes the number of farmers in two rota-
tional areas which had yet to complete the validation of their
membership lists as of end of March 1982.
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Identifying rotational-area
farmer-leaders

The selection of farwmer-leaders in every rotational area of
a zone constituted the preliminary step in building indigenous
leadership capabilities in the irrigators' associations to be
formed in the zone. It was undertaken first by COs who identified
their "~ontact leaders" (potential Jeaders of rotational areas) and
who also assessed the performance of these leaders. Farmers them-
selves subsequently elected and/or appointed their own rotational-
area leacders and, together with CUs, also assessed these leaders'
performance.

Much effort and time were expended in the selection and
assessment. of farmer-leaders on Lhe rotationaul-area level for they
were considered as the moving force of the irrigators' associa-
tions. It was expected that the strength of the associations
rested on the ability of the rotational-area leaders, from whom
the association officials would be derived, to solicit their
members' confidence and respect, and to motivate their members to
take concerted actions. Thus, COs deemed it important to tap and
develop these leaders' potentials. Likewise, they considered it
necessary to ensure that these leaders were task-oriented and fully
committed te leadership, not to the prestige attached to the
leadership positions. To achieve these goals, COs continuously
gave their attention on the leaders' performance. They also
encouraged farmers to do likewise.

COs' selection of contact leaders. Upon deployment in
November 1980, CUs started identifying potential farmer-leaders
who oould serve as their contact or link with members of an entire
rotational-area group and/or of ditch groups within a rotational
area. They initially picked out their contact leaders from amcng
the established community leaders, that is, farmers who were
incumbent or past leaders and members of barangay and other com-
munity orqanizations.l7 As COs became acquainted with more farmers
in a rotational area, they expanded their contact leaders to include
those whom they had observed to be: (1) trusted and respected

17ps in most rhilippine villages, the barangay organizations
in the Buhi-Lalo project area include Samahang Nayon, Barangay
Council, Barangay Lupon, and Barangay Tanod. Other community
organizations include Producers' Cooperative Marketing hssociation,
Agrarian Reform Beneficiaries' Association, and Pastoral Council.
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in the community, (2) able to deal with peers, (3) influential,
vocal, and witty, and (4) willing to commit or sacrifice their
time for the people and the project.

Before the election or appointment of leaders, COs relied
on their contact leaders to assist them in mobilizing farmers for
project tasks. Because contact leaders assumed leadership roles
during these early project activities, they were among farmers'
popular choices for available leadership positions in a rotational
area. However, unless contact leaders had been elected or appointec
by farmers, they were not regarded by both farmers and COs as
legitimate representatives of farmers' groups. Hence, they did
not belong to the accepted circle of leaders in a rotatinnal area
and were excluded from these leaders' formal activities.

In the documentation zones, COs identified a total of 96
contact leaders between January and July 1981. Of this number, 15
(or 16 percent) did not become active Oor were unable to perform
leadership tasks owing to constraints like poor health, nonresidence
in the area, and preoccupation with farm duties while 55 (57
percent) were elected or appointed by their fellow farmers to
leadership positions in the rotationzl areas. The remaining 26
(27 percent) were not elected or appointed to leadership positions,
and hence, were no longer encouraged by COs to assume leadership
in project-related activities.

Election and/or appointment of farmer-leaders. During their
early groundwork activities in a rotational area, COs and contact
leaders enhanced farmers' awareness of the need for :eaders and
motivated farmers to select these leaders. In discusging thisg
need with farmers during the farmers' first rotational-area meet-
ings, COs and contact leaders highlighted the following points.
Farmer-leaders would serve as farmers' sources of information on
the project, representatives in dealing with NIA and other farmer-
groups, and arbiters in times of conflicts or problems. They
would also ka COs' advisers on matters pertaining to a rotational~
area or ditch group and means to reach farmers extensively.
Moreover, COs recommended that each rotational-area group should
have one leader and each ditch group. one or two leaders. The
farmers accepted COs' recommendations but generally added an
assistant for each ditch leader.

In the documentation zones, farmers selected their leaders
either by election or appointment. Election was the mode they
utilized in choosing a majority (65 percent) of the leade-s. Thig
was done during their rotational-area meetings. Appointment, on
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the other hand, was the means resorted to when farmers lacked the
time to gall meetings for elections before the farmer-leaders'
conferences held in May and June 1981. (These conferences were
convened in preparation for the farmers' negotiations with NIA on
the system operation and maintenance arrangements; see final
section of this chapter.) Before appointment was made, COs con-
ferred with elected or contact leaders to discuss the possible
nominees. 1In some instances COs suggested or recommended the
candidates.

As his . . -ition suggested, the rotational-area leader headed
the rotational-area group (the membership of which ranged from 12
to 74 farmers in Zone I-A and 25 to 78 farmers in Zone I-B). He
was the first person approached by COs and TS regarding project
matters. He led the ditch leaders in his area and planned the
area's activities with them, COs and/or TS. The ditch leader, in
turn, headed a specific ditch group (with membership ranging from
4 to 32 in Zone I-A and 5 to 15 in Zone I-B). He closely coor-
dinated with the rotational-area leader, in particular, and with
other ditch leaders. The assistant ditch leader helped the ditch
leader in fulfilling his commitmsnts and tock the place of the
ditch leader in his absence.

Apart from unde:rtuking the roles attached to their position,
the rotational~-area leaders were the signatories to their respective
area's construction contracts (see section on construction).
Together with ditch leaders, they also assumed additional titles
and/or responsibilities as committee chairman or member, acting
secretary, and attendance checker during construction. leaders
often ended up chairing or becoming members of committees because
these committees were formed after the leaders' election or
appointment.18

laDuring the period of organizing into rotational-area groups
(January to June 1981), two of the nine Zone I-A rotational areas
and three of' the eight Zone I-B areas formed at least one commi ttee,
The committee chairmen and/or members were composed of farxmers'
elected leaders, COs' contact leaders (most of whom became farmers'
appointed leaders in June), and farmers without leadership positions.
The last group did not belong to the leaders' category. In fact,
some of them were chosen not because they possessed potential
leadership capabilities, but because they had other qualities
viewed as necessary for membership, such as youth and runner's
stamina (matibay magdalagan) in the cases of Zone I-B RALAT-B
and RALAT-C information-dissemination committee members.
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Following the election or appointment of farmer~leaders,
COs observed (or, in the case of former contact leaders, continued
to abserve) their performance of leadership functions. COs were
particularly interested in the leaders' ability to (1) conduct
groundwork with other farmers on issues discussed in meetings,
(2) disseminate information particularly after farmers' meetings,
(3) mobilize farmers for activities such as meetings, walk-
throughs, and construction, and (4) participate actively in these
activities. Their observations allowed them to gauge the leaders'
capabilities and to provide them the necessary guidance (for
instance, suggesting which issues to thresh out during groundwork)
and emotional support (such as, boosting their morale).

During groundwork, COs also verified with farmers (and other
leaders) their observations concerning a leader. They elicited
the farmers' own assessment of the leader's performance of tasks.
In some cases, COs and farmers discussed whether or not there was
a nced to replace the leader. By their example, COs encouraged
farmers to make a careful assessment of leaders and emphasized to
thew the importance of this assessment in ensuring a good selec-
tion of leaders. Thus, farmers themselves subsequently brought
up to COs a leader's deficiencies and recommended his replacement
when it was not possible to remedy the deficiencies. As leaders
became conscious of the assessment process, those who considered
themselves unable to exercise leadership functions asked to be
relieved of their position.

In the documentation zones, a total of 141 leaders (74 in
Zone I-A and 67 in Zone I-B) were elected or appointed between
January 1981 and March 1982. However, 39 of them were dropped
from the leaders' roster for any of these reasons: they were
inactive; they themselves asked to be excused or had resigned
from their positions because of poor health, old age, or need to
attend to family and farm obligations; they ceased to be members
of the rotational-area or ditch group because of revisions in
ditch lines; and they were nontillers of farms in the system.
Moreover, 30 were no longer considered as rotational-area leaders
after they were elected as zonal officials. Thus as of end of
March 1982, there were 72 elected and appointed rotational-area
leaders in the documentation zones (see Table A7). These leaders,
together with 39 others who held positions in the zonal associa-
tions, represented about one leader for every six farmers.

The rotational-area and ditch leaders were all male, about
40 years old, and had received an average of six years of formal
education. They tilled around 1.1 hectares each. More than
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half (57 percen:) were share tenants while another 33 percent were
owner-cultivators. The rest were either lessees, amortizing
owners, or had multiple tenurial status (for example, owner-
cultivator in one parcel and tcnant, lessee, or amortizing owner
in another parcel or two). Four of every five leaders either had
previous or present involvement with other barangay organizations
(such as, Parent-Teachers' Association, Samahang Nayon, Barangay
Council) .

Convening farmers' rotational-
area meetings

Gathering farmers of a rotational area in a meeting was
important for a number of reasons of which the major ones are the
following. First, the meeting provided a setting where members
and leaders with diverse interests could formally share and ex-
change ideas or opinions, discuss issues and plan for concerted
actions, or thresh out problems and agree on solutions for the
common good. Second, agreements or decisions which COs and/or
farmer-leaders had reached with individual farmers during the
former's groundwork activities were formalized in the meeting.
And third, the meeting facilitated the dissemination of informa-
tion, particularly major dccisions, from NIA to the farmers, and
from the leaders to their members.

Convening a rotational-area meeting involved four steps:
planning for the meeting, notifying farmers about it, conducting
the meeting, and assessing the meeting through an action-reflection
session usually held after its adjournment.

Planning for meetings. The first meeting in a rotational
area was planned by COs and their contact leaders during the
former's groundwork activities. COs initially endeavored to help
the leaders realize the need for farmers in the area to meet as a
group so that they could discuss project matters. Following this,
Cos and leaders informally planned the details of the farmers'
initial meeting.

once the leaders of a rotational area were elected or
appointed, COs encouraged them to undertake a formal planning
session prior to holding a farmers' meeting in their area. This
process was employed particularly for meetings held until July
1981. In instances when the leaders were unable to convene a
session to plan for a meeting, COs visited each of them. If it
was impossible to contact every leader concerned, COs sought at
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least the rotational-area leader so that they could draw up pre-
liminary plans. The rotational-area leader, in turn, finalized
the plans with other leaders.

After July 1981, when the rotational-area groups had been
formed and COs' organizing work moved to the zonal level, the
rotational-area and ditch leaders of a zone jointly planned meet-
ings. Then beginning January 1982, the zonal association officers,
who represented different rotational areas in a zone, jointly
planned and coordinated the conduct of maetings in their
respective rotational areas.

Between January 1981 and March 1982, farmer-leaders in the
documentation zones convened a total of 38 sessions to plan for
meetings, or about two sessions per rotational area. During these
planning sessions, decisions were made regarding a meeting's date,
time, venue, agenda, and the discussants of each agendum as well
as the means for notifying members. In most of these sessions,
O0s were present to assist in drawing up the agenda for the
planned meeting and to suggest ways for presenting or discussing
these in the meeting. Moreover, other leaders and members who
were not directly involved in a session also joined and observed
some of the planning sessions.

Notifying farmers about meetings. Having planned for a
meeting, COs and/or farmer-leaders then notified the members about
it. In January and February 1981, COs conducted much of the
notification task (see Tables A8 and A9). But following the
election of farmer-leaders, COs drew them into assuming the task.
By March 1981, the leaders did the notification themselves. Cos
occasionally folloved up the leaders' work and reminded farmers
they met of a scheduled meeting.

A common way of notifying farmers about a meeting was for
leaders and/or COs to discuss the meeting while undertaking house-
to-house calls during groundwork. Another was by requesting some
farmers to tell others. (Members who overated small variety
stores or rice mills were often asked to do this because their
business establishmants were gathering places.) The third way
was by circulating a written notice or letter inviting farmers to
a meeting and asking the signatures of those who had read it.}?

'%1wo Zone I-B rotational areas each created a committee to
help the leaders undertake the notification work. The committees
were composed of young farmers.
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Conducting meetings. Between January 1981 and March 1982,
a total of 120 meetings were held in the rotational areas of the
documentation zones, or a meeting every two months in a rotational
area. These meetings were attanded by about 51 percent of the
farmers belonging to areas where the meetings occurred. Of those
who came, approximately 39 percent participated in the discussion
(see Table 3).

The first meeting convened in a rotational area was presided
over either by COs or their contact leaders. However, even when
the meetings were handled by the contact leaders, COs took part in
most of the discussions because these leaders felt inadequate to

Table 3. Selected information on farmers' participation in
meetings convened in the Upper Lalo documentation zones:
January 1981 to March 19822

Information Zone I-A Zone I-B
Total number of farmers (as of 31 March 1982) 236b 306
Number of farmers occupying leadership

positions (as of 31 March 1982) 30 42
Total number of meetings convened

in the zone 71 49
Average number of farmers expected during

a meeting in a rotational-area 40 48
Average percent of farmers in the area

attending convened meetings 54 47
Average percent of farmer-attendees who '

participated duriag discussions 37 40

%he figures presented in this table were derived from data
contained in Tables A6 to AS8.

bThis fiqure excludes the number of farmers in two (of the
nine) Zone I-A rotational areas wnich had yet to complete the
validation of their membership lists by end of March 1982.
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introduce the project. Following the election or appointment of
leaders in an area, the leaders themselves took over the conduct
of meetings. At first, however, they usually asked COs to assist
in explaining the agenda or in facilitating the discussion because
they professed lack of knowledge on the procedures for conducting
a meeting.20 To prepare the leaders in conducting meetings, COs
briefed them on what issues to take up and how to present these.

The focus of the meetings changed over time, as follows.

1. In January 1981, most meetings were orientation sessions.
These covered general information on the project’'s
organizing and technical plane which included farmers'
participation in system rehabilitation, farmers' organ-
ization into irrigators' associations (from rotational-
area to zone level) which would assume partial system
operation and maintenance tasks, need to have leaders
in an area, COs' and TS' roles in the project, division
of Upper Lalo into zones and rotational areas, paper
location or layout of NI -designed terminal facilities,
expected preconstruction activities, and construction-
related in’oxrmation (for example, reasons for the
suspension of construction in January 1981, its planned
resumption in April 1981, and NIA's plan to allow
farmers to bid for the cost of constructing farm ditches
and terminal canal structures). Also discugsed were
farmers' problems in relation to the existing system.

2. From February to June 1981, the meetings centered on
construction-~raelated concerns like the type,of con-
struction work contract to be entered into by farmers,
determining contract signatories, forming commi ttees,
settling right-of-way and design revision problems, and

20%0ne 1-aA RAMC-4 leaders conducted by themselves the three
meetings held in their area in February 1981. The CO was not
present in two of the meetings-~the first time because she attended
another public meeting and the second, because ste intentionally
absented herself to train farmers to conduct mee " ings without her.
The leaders, however, expressed their preference for the (0's
presence in a meeting owing to these reasons: (1) CO can point out
important items missed or help explain issues inadequately covered
by leaders, (2) CO can provide immediate answers to clarifications
sought by farmers on project matters, and (3) ©O should be in
meetings if her intention is to guide farmers.
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scheduling preconstruction and construction activities
(see section on farmers' participation in preconstruction
techni:cal tasks).

3. From July 1981 to March 1982, the meetings focused gn
three main groups of topics: (a) completion of remaining
construction works in rotational areas, (b) formation of
irrigators' associations in the Zones, including organ-
izational setup, formulation of incorporation papers,
election of association officers, and registrgtien with
SEC; and (c¢) assumption by the assocliatkions of partial
system operation and maintenance, includinq NIA's plans
for this assumption, the associationa' terms for taking
on system management tasks, and negotiations between the
associations and NIA or these terms. Other matters
taken up in meetings concerned the Classification of
rotational-area members by residence, the campaign to
increase the collection of irrigation secvice fees, and
the implementation in November 1981 of the water delivery
scheme tried out in June 1981.

COs and leaders took on the tagk of disseminating the infor-
mation released and agreements reached during meetings to farmers
who had failed to attend these gatheringsg, The responsibility for
notifying absentees fell on leaders particularly after their
election or appointment. The leaders also requested those who
were present in a meeting to inform their fellow members about
what had been taken up. In cases when there was an urgent need to
communicate the results of a meeting to a specific person or group,
the persons who would undertake the task were identified by leaders
before adjourning the meeting, Otherwise it was undefstood that
the rotational-area or ditch leader of the concerned person oy
group would assume the responsibility.

One problem encountered with regard to farmers' meetings was
the cancelation or postponement of a scheduled meeting owing to
insufficient attendance of farmers. This problem accounted for
about half of the 35 canceled farmers' meatings in the documenta-
tion zones. The other meetings were canceled because of any of
these reasons: absence of the presiding officer, CO, or most
farmers owing to inclement weather or to scheduled farm activities;
and leaders' need for more time to conduct notification or failure
to undertake it.

In their efforts to resolve the attendance problem, CQOs
enjoined farmers to convene a meeting despite a lack of quorum
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and to discuss the attendance instead of the prepared agenda. This
was in line with a NIA institutional development consultant's
instruction to Upper Lalo COs during their supervisory meeting in
April 1981. He suggested that if attendance fell short of 70
percent of the number of farmers in a rotational area, CCs should
analyze its cause and mobilize farmers to work on improving the
attendance in their meetings. He also stressed that COs and
farmers should not leave the attendance problem unresclved.

Particularly in meetings conducted in Zone I-A in July 1981,
leaders led their groups in discussing two aspects of this prcblem:
whether or not to convene e meeting with few attendeez and how to
encourage members to come to a meeting.21 On the first aspect,
farmers decided that despite few attendees it is better to hold
instead of to postpone a meeting, and take up the planned agenda.
Two reasons were given in support of their decision: (1) in farmers'
experience, a rescheduled meetj J often yielded a far lesser number
of attendees, and (2) leaders contended that if they could not
start organizing with a larger group then they had better begin
with a smaller one. i

To improve attendance in meetings, farmers offered the
following suggestions: (1) do not convene a meeting on a Sunday
because farmers prefer to go to the cockpit, (2) serve food ang
drinks during a meeting, (3) schedule a meetirg after work hours
in the fields, and (4) demonstrate to farmers that meetings could
yleld tangible results. (In Zone I-B, a CO who took up the
attendance problem with leaders in his assigned areas suggested
that the leaders refrain from discussing a meeting's agenda wi.th
wembers during notification so that the members' curidsity would
be aroused and they would be encouraged to attend the meeting.)

Holding action-reflection sessions. During the first three
months (January to March 1981) of organizing work in Zones I-a
and I-B, COs conducted informal action-reflection sessions with

2l1h a July meeting of Zone I-A RAMC-1, the rotational-area
leader threatened to resign because he was tired of postponing
meetings in which few farmers showed up. But he was dissuaded
by the CO and other leaders on the grounds that his resignation
will trigger others to resign and that resigning is a "retrogressive
step” in organizing.
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farmer-leaders.2? on the way home from a meeting, COs asked one

or more leaders to reflect on what Lad just transpired in a
convened meeting and to suggest means to improve future proceed-
ings. BAn assessment of a newly conducted meeting also occurred
when farmer-leaders commented about it to COs during the latter's

groundwork.

By April 1981, COs started to conduct or encourage leaders
to hold a brief, formal action-reflection session shortly before
a meeting was adjourned (that is, right after the discussion of
the agenda). In this session, farmers reviewed the meeting's
proceedings, focusing on agreements made. A common theme of the
reflection was how .o generate a higher farmers' attendance and
participation in meetings.

In August 1981 and until March 1982, an action-reflection
session was no longer undertaken as part of a public meeting in
the documentation zones. Leaders and members instead devoted
their entire meeting to discussions on project developments.
whenever needed, however, the leaders and COs held informal sessions
as they did during the early months of organizing work.

Preconstruction Technical Activities

When the project commenced in mid-1980, the existing system
in Upper Lalo already included some terminal facilities such as
farm ditches, turnouts, division boxes, and crossings. The
project's initial rehabilitation efforts were directed at improving
some of these facilities, installing new ones, and building access
roads. With the decision to involve farmers in the rehabilitation
of the system, particularly its terminal facilities, the project
suspended construction work (except access road constructiocn)
between January and March 1981. Beginning in this period, COs
assisted farmers in preparing themselves for technical activities
which were preparatory to constructing the terminal facilities in
their respective areas. The preconstruction activities involved
reviewing NIA's paper locations of terminal facilities, conducting
walk-throughs, approving and/or revising the designs of terminal

2254e of the organizing strategies emphasized in the
February 1981 staff development program workshop was that CCS
should conduct or train farmers to hold action-reflection sessions

before ending the meetings.
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facilities, and securing right-of-way donations. These activities
lasted until December 1981, but starting mid-March 1933 farmers in
some rotational areas had began to be involved in the construction
of farm ditches in their own areas.

Reviewing NIA's paper locations
of terminal facilities

The paper locations of NIA-proposed terminal facilities in
every rotational area of Upper Lalo were contained in the zZone
parcellary maps which NIA had prepared before the deployment of
COs and ZEs. A zone parcellary map showed: (1) the existing main
and lateral canals and canal structurcs within the zane, (2) the
proposed farm ditches and structures in each rotational area of
the zone, and (3) the numbered farm lots to be served by these
facilities.

During their integration work, COs showed to farmers the
raper location for their area. In January 198}, ZEs did the same
while accompanying C0s during the latter's groundwork activities,
Farmers were thus able to make an informal and often individual
preliminary review of NIA's proposed design of their terminal
facilivcies.

During the initial rotational-area meetings of farmers,
convened between January and July 1981, the paper locations of
their respective areas were formally presented to them. ZE, who
usually handled the presentation, explained that the meeting aimed
to determine if the proposed facilities would benefit every farmer
in the rotational area. COs discussed the paper location whenever
the ZE was unable to attend an area's first meeting. During the
session, 2E or COs showed farmers the zone parcellary map and
pointed out the locations of (1) farmers' rotational area within
the zone, (2) the turnout which would serve the area, and (3) the
proposed farm ditches as well ac¢ the existing or 1980-built and
proposed structures within the ares. The presentation afforded
the farmers an opportunity to study as a group the paper locations
of their areas. In a few areas, farmers immediately indicated
which proposed routes of farm ditches might draw right-of-way
objections, which site was best for locating a proposed striucture
or for relocating an existing or newly-built structure. However,
in most areas, farmers scheduled a walk~through to ascertain the
actual locations of NIA-proposed farm ditches and structures.
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Conducting walk-throughs

To encourage all farmers in a rotational area to join a
walk-through, COs and ZEs explained the advantages that farmers
could derive from participation, namely: (1) they would be afforded
a chance to revise or object to the NIA-proposed terminal facili-
ties design, (2) they could suggest alternative ditch routes and
could immediately determine if these were free of right-of-way
problems, and (3) farmers could conduct on-the-spot negotiations
with fthose who hesitated to donate right of way for both NIA-
proposed and faramer-suggested ditch routes. COs and ZEs urged
particularly those farmers whose lands would be traversed by pro-
posed ditches to attend a walk-through. Then before the activity
was held, COs conducted groundwork with farmers on the importance
of their involvement in it.

In the documentation zones, farmers undertook a total of 36
walk-throughs between January and Scptember 1981. Around 11
farmers joined each walk-through. The walk-throughs usually oc-
curred within two weeks following the presentation of paper location.
In some instances, farmers undertook the activity immediately
after the presentation because they were eager to complete the
task and still had sufficient .ime for it after the meeting.
Farwers conducted their walk-throughs with COs, ZEs, and/or
surveyors. 'hey had explicitly requested ZEs and/or surveyors to
accompany them so that they could avail themselves of technical
advice (for example, whether or not a suggested route was feasible
or whether .. nroposed ditch could be extended to irrigate more
farms). These technical personnel themselves participated in the
walk-through to be able to advise farmers and facilitate their
own work through a better understanding of the constraints farmers
face in making choices pertaining to the dasign.

A walk-through, which usually took about 1 to 1.5 hours,
proceeded in the following manner. The farmers, CO(s), ZE,
and/or surveyor(s) traced the route of a proposed ditch (or an
existing one for rehabilitation) from start to end. As they
walked the length of the ditch, the ZE, who brought along the
parcellary map, pointed out the farm lots to be traversed by this
ditch, as well as the locations of proposed structures like
turnouts and division boxes. In response, farmers either approved
the route as designed or they suggested changes. 1I1f necessary,
they alsc proposed the relocation of dysfunctional structures
which were built before January 1281.
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In rotational areas where only one walk-through was under-
taken, a group of farmers from different ditch groups in an area
started their investigation from the main farm ditch (MFD) down
to the last supplementary, drainage, or internal farm ditch (SFD,
DD, or IFD). Leaders usually completed the entire walk-through
while members often Stayed until their own ditch routes had been
investigated. Sometimes as the group walked the length of a
particular ditch, other farmers who were served or who expected
to be served by this ditch joined them. In areas where more than
one walk-through was held, farmers from various ditch groups in an
area initially conducted this activity at the main ditch. Then
with their rotational-area or ditch leaders, those ditch groups
which had a good attendance continued to do a walk-through of their
respective ditches. 1In turn, those groups which had poor attend-
ance postponed or set the activity for another day.

Approving and/or revising
the designs of terminal
facilities

The NIA designs of terminal facilities for the rotational
areas were approved and/or revised by farmers during their walk-
throughs. In approving or suggesting changes in these designs,
especially the locations of farm ditches, farmers were guided by
three major concerns: (1) to wrrigate more fields, particularly
those included in the rotational area but not previously reached
by water because of elevation or downstream location, by fitting
ditch lines to the contours of the land and placing turnouts in
consideration of these contours; (2) whenever possible, to use
existing ditches in order to avoid reducing farm sizes (notably
in cases where the proposed ditch would traverse a field with an
existing one); and (3) to locate ditches where rights of way could
be obtained.

The following are examples of farmer-suggested revisions in
the NIA designs of terminal facilities in the documentation zones,
and the TS' responses to these suggestions.

1. Rerouting SFD-3 in Zone I-A RAMC-2. NIA designed five
ditches (one MFD, three SFDs, and one DD) for RAMC-2
which covered 31 hectares. Of these ditches, one (DD)
was deleted by farmers after consulting with 2ZE and
surveyors; two {(MFD and SFD-2) were approved; and two
(SFD-1 and SFD-3) were revised. With regard to SFD-3,
in April 1981 farmers suggested a new route utilizing
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portions of the existing ditch in order to irrigate
downstream fields (adjoining Zone I-B RALAT-B) which
could not previously be reached by water. Their pro-
posed ditch was to bifurcate at about its midpoint.

In response, the design section ordered a survey to
detexrmine the feasibility of this proposal. The survey
results which the design section received in June in-
dicated that the proposal was feasible but it was
unnecessary for the ditch to have a forked portion because
the right line of this portion could also irrigate the
drea to be served by the left line. Hence the farmers'
proposal, but without the left line, was approved. The
revised SFD-3 was shorter than that originally designed
by NIA.

Rerouting SFD-2 in Zone I-B RALAT-E-1. A total of six
ditches (one MFD, three SFDs, one IFD, and one DD) were
designed by NIA for RALAT-E-1, a 34-hectare area.
Following consultations with ZE and surveyors, farmers
deleted one ditch (DD) and approved three others (MFD,
SFD-1, and IFD). They also suggested revisions on two
ditches, one (SFD-3) of which was found to be technically
feasible by the design section. The other revision,
which was not faasible, concerned SFD-2. 1In February
1981, farmers proposed that the lower portion of SFD-2

be rerouted to reach an elevated area (coconut land to

be converted into riceland) situated downstream. After
an investigation in March, the design section disapproved
this proposal because the area was too elevated to be
reached by water. When told of the survey yesults,

the farmers agreed to concur with the original design

of SFD-2.

Extending SFD-1 in Zone I-A RAMC-4. NIA designed five
ditches (one MFD, three S¥Ds, and one IFD) for RAMC-4
which covered 35 hectares. Farmers approved one ditch
(IFD, later renamed SFD-4) but recommended changes in
the rest. One of the changes they proposed in February
1981 was to extend SFD-1 as well as to reroute it by
using the existing ditch. This proposal was made so
that the downstream fields which had difficulty cbtain-
ing water could be served. The design section sub-
sequently had a survey conducted to determine the
feasibility of the farmers' proposal. In May, the
survey results indicated that the suggested route for
SFD-1 would enable the downstream field to be reached
by water. Hence the design section approved this route.
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Extending MFD in Zone I-B RAMC-5. For the 33-hectare
RAMC-5, NIA designed seven ditches (one MFD, three SFDs,
two IFDs and one DD; see Figure 5). Of thege ditches,
three (SFD-1, SFD-3, and DD) were deleted by farmers
after consultations with ZE and surveyors while one
(IFD-1, later replaced and renamed SFD-3) was approved.
However, the remaining three ditches (MFD, SFD-2, and
IFD-2 which was later renamed SFD-4a) were revised with
approval from the design section. Farmers also suggested
and received the section's approval for two new ditches:
one to replace the NIA-designed SFD-1 which they deleted,
and the other to irrigate the 24-hectare extension area
located downstream. With the inclusion of this area,

the coverage of RAMC-5 had increased to 57 hectares as
of end of March 1982.

It was with the intention of irrigating the exten-
sion area that farmers sought changes in the MFD in
January 1981. They proposed that the MFD be extended
by utilizing, rehabilitating, and lengthening the
existing drainage ditch of RALAT-C. To discourage the
use of water from a drainage ditch because of its fall-
out chemical content, the design section disapproved
the proposal and suggested that the NIA-designed (but
farmer-deleted) SFD-1 be utilized in lengthening the MFD.
In subsequent field investigations, the farmers, ZE, and
surveyors jointly determined the revised length of the
MFD (which was further extended with the inclusion of
the initial section of the NIA-designed IFD-2). Under
the TS' guidance, farmers also plotted the course of the
new SFD-1 and SFD-4. The latter ditch reached down to
serve the extension area (see Figure 6).

Shortening SFD-2 in Zone I-A RAMC-3. As indicated on
the NIA Jesign, RAMC-3 (a S2-hectare area) would have
seven ditches (one MFD, four SFDs, one IFD, and one
DD) . Farmers deleted three (SFD-3, IFD, and DD) of
these ditches owing to sight-of-way problems, approved
two (MFD and SFD-1;, and revised two (SFD-2 and SFo-4).
With regard to SFD-2, in June 1981 farmers suggested
that this proposed ditch be shortened at the point
where it joined an existing ditch, and that the existing
ditch be included in the design as a new ditch (SFD-2a)
in order to continue serving a part of RAMC-4. Field
investigations ordered by the design section in July
showed that the farmers' proposals were feasible.
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Figure 5. Layout of the NIA-designed terminal facilities for
RAMC-5, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project



Iilo and Chiong-Javier 1383:49

Main canal J
- ek . .. —

MFD
/
i
/
0
V &
E
Y o
[
Q
a
‘ y
SFD-4A ‘
[A—.-L—-. :
(IFD-2)
[— Ho .J /
|
lSFD-4 L
|
LEGEND L S
6 Turnout L
(o Combined road crossing v
and division bLox )
O Road crossing \
O Di;is}ioqkbox E Extension
[L End chec \ area
— Barangay road ’ (24 ha,)

Figure 6. Layout of the terminal facilities agreed upon by TS
and farmers for RAMC-5, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:50

Deleting the drainage ditch in Zone I-A RALAT-A-SP-1.
NIA designed two di?es (an MFD and a DD) for RALAT-A-

SP-1, a 13-hectare affea. Upon consultation with 2E and
surveyors, farmers deleted the drainage ditch and re-~
vised the MFD. Later, with the relocation of their
turnout, they added a new SFD. In the case of the
drainage ditch, in June 1981 farmers sought its removal
from the design because they considered it unnecessary.
The design section concurred with them.

Including new SFD-2a in Zone I-A RALAT-A-1. For the 24-
hectare RALAT-A~1, NIA designed five ditches (one MFD,
two SFDs, one 1FD, and one DD). Of these ditches, one
(IFD) was deleted by tarmers; one (DD) was approved; and
the rest (MMFD, SFD-1, and SFD-2) were revised. With
their decision to delete the internal ditch because of a
right-of-way problem, in June 1981 farmers proposed a
replacement (SrD-2a). They plotted this new ditch up-
stream of the one to be deleted, in an area where it was
possible to obtain right of way. The design section
approved the farmers' proposal when the results of the
survey it ordered showed the new route to be feasible.

Relocating the turnout in Zone I-A RAMC-1. NIA designed
six ditches (one MFD, three SFDs, one IFD, and one DD)
for the 31-hectare RAMC-1 (see Figure 7). With the
approval of the design section, farmers later deleted
three ditches (SFD-3, IFD, and DD) and revised the three
others (MFD, SFD-1, and SFD-2).

NIA also designed and constructed in late 1980 an
18-inch diameter turnout for the area. In April 1981
(or before the walk-through was held in May), farmers
proposed the construction of a turnout downstream of the
NIA constructed one, specifically at the site of an
illegal turnout. Through this proposal, they hoped to
be able to irrigate some elevated farms in the SFD-2
area. 'This was the first proposal received by the design
section involving the construction of a new turnout which
would replace a NIA-built turnout. To discourage other
farmers from making a similar proposal (because a turn-
out would cost more than B5000), the section disapproved
it. In July, SFD-2 farmers wrote the project manager a
petition letter stating their rationale for wanting to
relocate the turnout. The letter was turned over to
the design section which, in turn, sent a design engineer
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to conduct a field investigation. The engineer dis-
covered that the farmers' guggestion was the only
feasible alternative so that the elevated farms could
be irrigated. Consequently, the section reconsidered
its earlier decision. 1In this regard, the section

felt that spending for a new turnout would contribute
toward better water management and, in the long run,
would be & cost-saving measure. The change in the
turnout location resulted in a longer MFD and a shorter
SFD-2 (see Figure 8).

Relocating a turnout in Zone I-B RAMC-SP-1. In the NIA

design, two ditches (one MFD ang one IFD) would serve
RAMC~-SP-1 which covered 12 hectares. Farmers later
revised both ditches with the design section's approval.
The revision in one ditch (MFD) was a result of the
farmers' proposal to relocate the turnout for their area,
This turnout was constructed h NIA in late 1980. In
July 1981, farmers suggested _hat it be relocated up-
stream (exactly opposite the turnout..of RAMC-5) of its
present site in order to irrigate some elevated fields
not previously reached by water. They contended that
the NIA-crastructed turnout was not properly installed.
After an investigation in August, the design saction
found out that the contention of the farmers was true
and that their proposal was feasible. Thus, the section
approved the construction of a new turnout and the
resulting extension of the MFD.

Converting an extension area into a new rotational area
in Zone I-A RALAT-A-2. For the 22-hectare RALAT-A-2,
NIA designed three ditches (1 MFD and 2 SFDs; see Figure
9). Farmers approved two (MFD and SFD-1) of these and
revised the third (SFD-2). So that the 22-hectare
extension area located downstream could be irrigated,
farmers added, with the design section's approval, the
following new ditches: MFD extension, SFD-3, SFD-4,

and SFD-5 (see Figure 10). With the inclusion of this
extension area, the coverage of RALAT-A-2 rose to 44
hectares as of end of March 1982,

At the start, however, farmers considered the
possibility of converting the extension area into a
separate rotational area (to be called RALAT-A-4) instead
of merging it with RALAT-A-2. In May 1981, farmers in
the extension area proposed this conversion to NIA.
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Figure 7. Layout of the NIA-designed terminal facilities for
RAMC-1, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project
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Figure 8. Layocut of terminal facilities agreed upon by TS and
farmers for RAMC-1, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project
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Figure 9. Layout of the NIA-designed terminal facilities for
RALAT-A-2, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project
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Figure 10. lLayout of terminal facilities agreed upon by TS and
farmers for RALAT-A-2, Rinconada/Buhi-talo project
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They explained that they could not derive sufficient
water from RALAT-A-2 (as well as from the adjoining
RALAT-A-3) so they augmented their water supply by
drawing from the existing drainage canal of the adjacent
Lologon communal irrigation system. And owing %o this
water problem, they wished to constitute a separate
rotational area with its own turnout. In Angust, the
design section disapproved the farmers' proposal on the
grounds that the 18-inch diameter RALAT-A-2 turnout
{which RIA built in 1980) had the capacity to irrigate as
much as 50 hectares. Therefore, this turnout could
sufficiently serve both the RALAT-A-2 original and ex-
tension areas. But in order to determine a feasible
alternative to the farmers' proposal, the section sent a
design engineer to make a field investigation. During
this investigation, the farmers and TS (design engireer,
ZE, and surveyors) jointly worked out a solution to the
problem of irrigating the extension area without iastal-
ling a new turnout. The solution was to build an MFD
extension which utilized the lower part of the existing
drainage canal of the Lologon system and to add three
rew ditches and three structures. The ditches which
farmers themselves plotted were SFD-2, SFD-4, and SFD-5;
the structures were a combined farm ditch crossing and
division box, a division box, and a floodway. Although
TS normally discouraged the use of water from a drainage
ditch, they made an exception in the case of the RALAT-
2 extension area because it was the orly feasible alter-
native after rejecting the farmers' proposal for a
separate rotational area.

Farmers' suggestions on revisions of NIA designs for terminal
facilities were transmitted to the design section in the following
ways. From January to March 1981, the surveyors, ZEs and/or COs
orally reported tiue farmers' suggested revisions to the design
section. After the procedure for submitting design revisions was
formalized in late March 1981, 2ZEs began preparing a report on each
farmer-proposéd revision. They attached this report to the
farmers' petition letter which stated the revisions they sought and
the reasons for these. (The letter was signed by members of the
farmer-group which suggested the revision.) After submitting the
report, ZEs occasionally checked on the progress of the design
section's work on the farmer-suggested revisions. COs and leaders
also conducted personal follow-ups with the design section.
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Within three months after receipt of the proposed revisions,
the design section prepared the revised designs. When the change
involved the construction of a turnout (or any Structure), the
design engineer conducted a field investigation to determine
whether the proposal was feasible or whether there was a need to
draw up an alternative. But when the change concerned a ditch,
the surveyors were called in to conduct a resurvey to ascertain
its feasibility. Resurveys were often undertaken in the company
of two to ten farmers, a majority of whom were leaders. ZEs and/or
COs sometimes went with the group. Should the design section have
Ay objections to any of the farmer-suggested revisions, ZEs and
surveyors usually informed the farmers before the field investiga-
tioa. Farmers then sought an acceptable alternative under the
guidance of Ts.

Upon completing the revised designs, the design section sent
these to the plans and programs section for costing, and to the
project manager for approval. Then, ZEs collected the approved
revised designs and made arrangements, either personally or through
COs, with the farmers concerned to prepare for construction.

An inventory of NIA's original designs for ditches in the
documentation zones and the ditches that farmers and TS jointly
agreed to be kuilt reveals the following. NIA originally designed
a total of 77 ditches, with a total length of 48,387 meters.

Farmers accepted or approved without change 29 (or 38 peircent) of
these ditches. With the design section's agreement, they revised
the other 30 (39 percent) and deleted the remaining 18 (23 percent).
Revisions of ditch designs involved rerouting, extending, or shorten-
ing the ditches., as regards the deleted ditches, many of these

were found by farmers to be unnecessary while some could not
possibly be constructed because of right-of-way problems. In place
of the deleted ditches, farmers in consultation with the TS
suggested nine new ditches. These changes on ditch designs reduced
the nwmber of ditches in the documentation zones to 68, with a total
length of 46,262 meters (or a decrease of 2125 meters from NIA's
original design; see Tables 4 and A10).

With regard to the canal structures, the project had
installed 35 structures by December 1980, or before the project
decided to fully involve the farmers in the design and construction
of the terminal facjlities. Of these structures, 30 were retained
after the designs of terminal facilities were revised as a result
of farmers' inputs. Three of the five other structures were deleted
while two were relocated. Between January 1981 and March 1981,
during which farmers were involved in designing their facilities,
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Table 4. Selected information on farm ditches in Upper Lalo
documentation zones: January 1982

Information Zone I-A Zone I-B Total
Number of NIA-designed ditches 40 37 77
Number of ditches approved
by farmers 12 17 29
Number of ditches revised by
farmers/farmers and TS 16 14 30
Number of ditches deleted by
farmers/farmers and TS 12 6 18

Number of new ditches suggested
by farmers/farmers and TS 7 2 9

NIA-designed ditches

Number of ditches 40 . 37 77
Total length of ditches

(in meters) 23,373 25,014 48,387
Total construction costs (no data) p81,660 -

Ditches built as agreed
upon by farmers and TS

Number of ditches 35 33 68
Total length of ditches

(in meters) 22,841 23,421 46,262
Total construction costs p79,198 278,413 - B157,611

90 additional structures were identified for construction and
subsequently built (see discussions on constructing canal
structures).

Securing rights of way

In line with its existing policies, NIA required farmers to
negotiate for and obtain right-of-way permissions prior to the
construction of farm ditches. Farmers were informed of this pre-
requisite in January 1981 during COs' groundwork on their partic-
ipation in project activities as well as during TS' and/or COs'
presentation of paper location.
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After farmers had seen and discussed the paper locations for
their rotational areas, their leaders inguired from those concerned
whether they were agreeable to giving ROW for ditches. Farmers who
agreed said so; in like ianner, those who had objections usually
informed the leaders. There were others, however, who told fellcw
farmers of their objections and thesge farmers, in turn, informec
the leaders. Thus even before holding walk-throughs, members of a
rotational area often already knew the persons who would pose
difficulties during ROW negotiatiens.

ROW negotiations were undertaken pPrimarily by rotational-
area and ditch leaders either during walk-throughs or during their
rounds to secure signed ROW permits. During the walk-throughs,
the leaders discussed Rcw with their members and sought the farmers'
formal consent to dcnate ROW. In the process, farmers who had
previously made known their refusals and those who had not com-
municated their abjections became formally known by the group. If
those farmers who refused to give ROW permits were present, the
leaders immediately negotiated with them. ther members also
Lel'ped in urging these farmers to reconsider their decisicn to
withhold ROW consent. If the farmers were adamant in their
obiections, the leaders located a new ditch route in consultation
with members who attended the walk-throughs. Row problems met in
connection with the alternative route were again subjected to
negotiations. But if there were more problems in the new than the
originally-proposed route, the leaders reverted to their earlier
attempts to settle problems regarding the original route.

ROW donations were obtained by leaders either verbally or
through signed RrRow permit forms. All Zone I-R leaders employed
the practice of getting verbal ROW consent because their members
tended to shy away from signed agreements. vVerbal consent was
secured during or after walk-throughs. 1In contrast, most Zone I-2
leaders followed the NIA practice of obtaining signed ROW permit
forms (used for access road construction). This activit¥ started
in February 1981 when ROW permit forms became available. %3

23%hen Zone I-A RAMC-4 leaders began securing ROW permits in
February 1981, they were confused as to who should sign the permit.
They thought that a tenant could sign it provided that he coordinated
with his landowner. Also, at the start, each of the farmers who
contributed ROW for a proposed ditch was asked to sign a ROW permit
form. Later all farmers granting ROW permits for a ditch had to
sign on only one form. Leaders turned over the signed permits to COs.
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The signing of forms occurred after the walk-throughs. 1In obtain-
ing ROW donations, the rotational-area leaders usuall, took charge
of getting these for the MFD; the ditch leadcrs, for their own
ditches.?

The means which leaders employed in obtaining ROW donations
include.l: (1) explaining that the ditch was important to fellow
farmers and appealing to the landowner's humane nature, (2) exert-
ing peer pressure, as in urging the potential donor to conform to
his group's expectation that he give ROW while hinting that any
contrary behavior would earn him the group's negative sanctions
(for example, severance of social ties), (3) exercising subtle
coercicn by vsing the leader's position, influence, oL contacts
in the community to briing the landowner to reiznt, (4) conducting
constant and relentless talks with potential donors, and (5) con-
ceding to conditions set by these landowners as long as these were
within the leaders' and members' capabilities, like removing a
boulder from a potential donor's farm. During difficuvlt negotia-
tions, the leaders involved their members Lty inviting the farmers
concerned to a meeting to thresh out their objections to giving
ROW (see the case of CT below). They also sought the assistance
of the project's ROW section (see the case of EP below) in settling
problems. COs and ZEs extended their help by mediating ox
following up the leaders' difficult negotiations. If various
means te obtain ROW permission from a farmer failed, the leaders
opted either to retain the use of existing ditch routes or to
stop the proposed ditch rcutes before the fields of farmers
refusing to grant ROW. Their decisions were made in consultation
with farmer-members.

In the documentation zones, at least 27 farmers (in nine
rotational areas) objected to giving ROW when first requested to.
Of these farmers, !5 agreed to provide ROW4 after their leaders'
repeated negotiations with them. The other 12 did not donate ROW
so the leaders (in agreement with their members) decided to either
use the existing ditch located on the farmer-objectors' field
(five cases), reroute the proposed ditch (one case), stop the

Z%2Zone I-A RAMC-1 and RAMC-4 and Zone I-B RALAT-E-1 each
formed a ROW committee. Of the three committees, only that of
RAMC-4 was functional; its chairman was the rotational-area
leader while three of the four members were ditch leaders.
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proposed ditch before it reached the farmer-cbjector's field (three
cases), or delete the proposed ditch (three cases).

Farmers had different reasons for refusing to grant ROW.
Some considered it unnecessary to construct a new ditch on their
land when there was an existing ditch which provided them suffi--
cient water. Since most farmers had small holdings (the average
farm size was 8000 square meters) they were worried about the
further decrease of the size of their land. 1In cases where a ditch
traversed the middle of two adjacent farms, some farmers were con-
cerned that more of their land would be taken than the land of
their neighbor. 1In other cases, farmers wanted to use their power
to grant ROW as a means of leverage to get certain other demands
granted. For example, scme farmers wanted NIA to pay for ROW
which they had given for an access road.

Degcribed below are the five cases where ROW problems delayed
wcmwhdmm&mumaawnm

The case of CT. This farmer in Zone. I-A RAMC-2 had
refused to give ROW for the construction of an MFD unless
the boulder on his ricefield was removed. (This boulder
was bulldozed onto his farm- during the provincial road
construction.) The SFD-1 leader (CX0) who conducted the
negotiations invited him to attend the 15 March 1981 meeting
of RAMC~2. During this meeting, the leaders and members
tried unsuccessfully to convince T to sign the ROW permit
form. At one point, CT and CXO had a heated exchange of
words. This prompted ZE to ask how big the boulder was.
When CT replied that it could be removed by three persons,
ZE suggested that the farmers cooperate in the task.
Although he was still angry, CXO conceded. By the fourth
week of March, some leaders and farmers had removed the
boulder from CT's field and CT had signed the permit.

The case of EP. This farmer was one of the three who
caused the postponement of the stake-out for the ‘IFD of
Zone I-A RAMC-4 on 4 March 1981. On that day, EP learned
that the permit he had signed in February was not for the
rshabilitation of the existing MFD on his farm. Surprised
that it was for a new MFD, he declared that no stake-out
should be done on the farm until the landowner was informed.

On 6 March, the rotational-area leader (SM) went to the
the project office and discussed this problem with the RoW
section head. The two agreed to meet on 9 March so that they
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could go together to the landowner who resided in Baao, a
town away from Buhi. They also agreed that the section
head would fetch SM at the latter's house in San Isidro,
Buhi. On the appointed date, however, SM and three SFD
leaders waited in vain for the section head's arrival.

on 11 March, the chief of the farmers' assistance
division checked with SM whether both he and the section
head were able to cee the landowner. When told that they
were not able to do so, the division chief advised SM to
wait until the end of that week (15 March). 1If the section
head would still fail to contact SM, the division chief
suggested that t<M's group settle for the existing MFD on
EP's farm. This suggestion was agreeable to SM.

On the following day, the section head saw SM and
informed him that he would personally talk with the land-
owner. He also said that he wnuld relay:to SM on 16 Maxch
the results of this talk. On ihe promised date, the
section head again failed to se2 SM. But two days later
(18 March), the section head sent = representative to show
EP a note from the landowner stating approval for construct-
ing a new MFD. EP questioned the authenticity of the note
so he resolved to check this out personally with the land-
owner. On 31 March, EP and some NIA personnel saw the
landowner who confirmed his approva. .

The case of JP and PM. ROW problems with JP (a land-
owner) and PM (JP's tenant) disrupted the ongoing construction
of SPD-1 in Zone I-B RALAT-E-2 in June 1981. These farmers
refused to give way for the construction of a new ditch on
their farms because they saw no need to construct this ditch
considering that there was an existing ditch which could
irrigate the farms sufficiently. Besides, th:y claimed to
have signed a ROW permit for access road construction only.
After failing to convince JP to agree to the construction of
a naw ditch, RALAT-E-2 farmer-leaders sought the mediation
of the'NIA ROW section. A staff member of the section met
with JP and PM and obtained their permissions. Thus the
ditch construction was resumed and completed in August.

The case of IP. In November 1981, IP revoked his RCW
permission for the construction of SFD-3 in Zone I-b RAMC-6.
The 700~-meter ditch would have served 10 farwers. Workers
were already set.to start its constructior when IP revoked
the permission which was granted after.the RAMC-6 walk-
through in April. 1IP claimed that he did not want his farm
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size to de:rease inasmuch as the farm could already be served
by SFD-2. The SFD-3 leader (MG) questioned IP's contention
because SFD-2 was supposed to serve only SFD-2 farms in the
same way that SFD-3 wouvld irrigate only SFD-3 farms. After
having fruitless talks with IP, MG sought the help of CO and
ZE whe managed to secure the farmer's verbal approval. But
when the construction was about to begin, IP's mother in-
formed the workers that her son had changed his mind even if
this meant that his farm would not be irrigated. She said
that IP was willing to raise rootcrops instead during periods
when water is not available or when rainfall level is low.
Because of IP's firm refusal .to allow a ditch to be con-
Structed on his land, the workers' refusal to undertake
construction work unless this problem was solved, and the
unavailability of an alternative ditch route, the RAMC-6
leaders (including MG) decided not to construct SFD-3.
Moreover, the leaders agreed to ciose the temporary water
source of SFD-3, which was located in a section of SFD-2.

The case of Zone I-A RAMC-3 farmers. In November 1981,
a number of farmers refused to have SFD-3 constructed because
their lots were already sufficiently irrigated by the MFD
Also, a farmer refuised to allow the drainage ditch to
traverse his Iield lecause it would take a sizea:le area of
his land. RAMC-3 ‘:eaders attempted but failed to get these
farmers to reverse their decisions. Thus on 27 November,
the leaders uiscussed these problems with CO and ZE whc
pointed out to the leaders that these matters should had
been communicated to Zk right after the walk~-through in June.
Because the problems meant deletirng SFD-3 and the drainage
ditch whose designs had been completed, ZE referred these to
the design section. ©On 2 December, he informed the rotational-
area leader-contractor that the section head had approved
the deletion of said ditches.

Construction and Related Activities

When it decided to involve farmers in the construction of
terminal facilities in Upper Lalo, the project management re~
co-. "zed three needs. One was to allow some lead time for COs to
organize farmers to undertake the construction of their own facil-
ities. Another was to ensure that construction in an area would
take place only when farmers were ready for it, rather than by
simply following a predetermined plan as in the case of NIA projects
which do not employ farmers' participation. The third was to guard
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against delay in meeting the construction timetable. 1In nrder to
balance these needs, thie project management called a three-month
moratorium period (. anuary to March 19381) on the construction of
terminal facilities. Moreover, to ena~le farmers to fully partic-
ipate in the design and construction of these facilities, it
adjusted the construction schedule. Completion of construction
which was originally scheduled for December 1981 war moved to

June 1982,

CO's organizing efforts during the suspension of construction
work enabled farmers in some rotational areas to assume this work
beginning mid-March 1981. Farmers were informed of construction
requirements during preconstruction meetings with TS. 1In the
documentation zones, farmers finished ditch construction by January
1982 (five months before the project's scheduled completion date).
In February, construction of the farm-level canal structures (some
of which were done by farmers) was also completed.

Convening preconstruction

meetings

As farmers in the rotational areas became organized, their
desire to participate particularly in the construction of their
own farm ditches also became evident. They expressed this desire
not only through words but also through their involvement in various
preconstruction technical activities. To sustain farmers' interest,
the project management expended considerable efforts in working out
construction arrangements that were satisfactory to both NIA and
the farmers. The arrangements that were utilized for ditch
construction were takay (volume of work) and Eacguiao'(fixed price).
These arrangements were first explained by TS to farmers during
preconstruction meetings in the rotational areas.

A preconstruction meeting was planned by leaders after the
farmers in their rotational area had approved “he NIA-designed
ditches and/or while they were awaiting TS' release of redesigned
ditches based on their suggested revisions. The objective of this
meeting was to enable farmers to receive briefings from TS or from
leaders on the requirements of ditch construction (such as stake-
out, number of laborers, and duration of construction) and on
construction arrangements (specifically, the estimated construction
cost, manner of deriving it, and mode of payment).

In the documentation zones, a total of 16 preconstruction
meetings (11 in Zone I-A and 5 in Zone I-B) were held between
March and November 1981. Leaders notified their members about
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preconstruction meetings. Attendance in these meetings averaged

41 percent of the validated number of farmers in the rotational
areas. Of the attendees, about 21 percent participated in the
discussions (see Table A11). During the first three preconstruc-
tion meetings held in March 1981, the chief of the project's
construction division briefed the farmers about construction matters;
in the subsequent ones, ZE or the rotational-area leader (who
received briefings from ZE) took over the task, 23

Farm ditches were constructed between March 1981 and January
1982. After June 1981, construction contracts with the farmers
shifted from takay to pacquiao. Consequently, the content of the
discussions in preconstruction meetings changed as follows.

1. Data covered in the March to June 1981 preconstruction

meetings

a. Specific information regarding farm ditches. The data
included the length of a ditch to be constructed or
rehabilitated, required manpower, work duration, and
estimated cost. Concerning the last item, TS ex-
plaired that the cost was derived by multiplying the
vol .5 for common excavation and common borrow with
NIA's poices of B5 and B6 per cubic meter, respectively.
Farmers were also informed about ditches which
could be constructed (that is, those with NIA-
and farmer-approved designs and cost estimates).

b. Utilization of takay. TS explained that NIA had
decided to employ takay instead of pacquiao, as planned
in January 1981, in order to avoid the excessive paper
work and 3 percent deduction for contractor's tax
required in the latter mode. Under takay, laborers
would be paid through the NIA payroll which would
indicate their names and corresponding amount of work
rendered. Their daily wage would be pegged to the
legislated minimum rate of £14.93 (subject to Medicare
deduction).

251n the case of Zone I-B RAMC-6, neither the rotational-
area nor one of the ditch leaders felt competent enough to handle
a preconstruction meeting. Thus they appointed the RAMC-SP-1
rotational-area leader to the task.
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€. Stake-out for farm ditches. TS described this
activity, particularly farmers' participation in
it (see section on stake-outs). Farmers thea
scheduled a stake-out during the meeting.

d. Requirements during actual construction. Farmers
would be required to prepare two plantilla (canal
mold) for every ditch to be constructed and to select
an attendance checker for every construction task.

2. Data covered in the October and November 1981 preconstruc-
tion meetings

a. sShift to pacquiao. ZE or rotational-area leader
advised farmers that beginning in October, pacquiao
would replace takay in canalization works. (During
leaders' planning sessions, farmers' public meetings,
and COs' groundwork activities since July, COs and
ZEs had been informing both leaders and members about
NIA's reasons for the shift in construction arrange-
ment, Two reasons were given: under takay, farmers
received less than the minimum daily wage; under
pacquiao, farmers would be trained to negotiate
contracts. When informed, farmers appeared willing
to try ovt the pacquiao arrangement mainly because
they had experienced delayed payment problems under
the takay.) It was also explained that each rota-
tionial area would be given a contract for the farm
ditcnes that had yet to be constructed there. The
rotational-area leader as pacquiao contyractor would
sign the contract. 2® Except in Zone I-B, contract-
signing was accomplished during the meeting.

b. Obligations of a pacquiao contractor. 2E explained
that the contractor would be responsible for
determining the number of workers needed to accom-
plish a contract, ensuring that the work undertaken
would not exceed 45 days as specified in the
contract, and handling payments.

zsin the case of Zone 1-A RALAT-A~SP-1, the rotational-area
leader assigned the SFD-1 leader to be the contractor because he
was preoccupied with family matters and could not attend to the
task.
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¢. Total contract price for canalization. ZE provided
farmers the estimated quantities for common excava-
tion and common borrow, along with their prices and
total cost for canalization works to be completed
in an area. The total contract price was based on
the unit costs of B6.50 and BS8.50 per cubic meter
for excavation and borrow, respectively. A 3-percent
contractor's tax would be withheld by the project
office from the contract cost. Farmers were presented
with computations showing the amount they would
receive after the tax deduction.

d. Other requirements/agreements. In Zone I-A meetings,
ZE told farmers to provide a specific number of
stakes for stake-outs. Also, before doing canal-
izations farmers should construct the plantilla using
measurements provided by TS of canal top and bottom,
and canal depth. In Zone I-B meetings, both leaders
and members agreed on the date for starting canaliza-
tion work.?’ (In Zcue I-A, only RALAT-A-SP-1 scheduled
the start of canalization during their meeting.)
They also began listing the names of farmers who
pledged to work. In two Zone I-B areas (RAMC-6 and
RALAT-D) , the leaders and/or members agreed to procure
additional workers from other rotational areas in the
zone because the number of those who signed up as
workers among them was insufficient. This was because
many farmers had not harvested their crops as of
October.

27In two (of the three) Zone I-B preconstruction meetings
convenad in October, either the rotational-area leader or CO
appealed to farmers who had harvested their crops to pay their
irrigation fees. Both said that this would not only help Ni1A
improve its services but also train them to be good payers which
would be important to the irrigators' association cnce it assumed
system operation and maintenance tasks. Their appeal was part of
the irrigation service fee collection campaign which NIA launched
in the same month with the assistance of COs and farmer-leaders.
Particularly in Zone I-B, farmer-leaders actively assisted in the
campaign until November by making it a part of the agenda of their
rotational-area meetings.



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:68

Constructing farm ditches

After the farmers and TS had agreed on the route of a ditch
and the design section had released the final design, farmers
prepared to undertake ditch construction. One preparatory activity
in which they were involved was the stake-out. Farmers often set
the date of a stake-out during their preconstruction meetings.

After the meeting, leaders assigned the farmers who would prepare

a specific number of bamboo stakes although most leaders contributed
the stakes themselves. 2Es and/or COs took charge of relaying the
schedule of stake-outs to the project's survey section.

On the appointed date, the NIA survey team usually obtained
the bamboo stakes from the rotational-arca or ditch leader. At the
leader's place, the team and the farmers (leaders and members) first
numbered the stakes by 20's before bundling them by 5's (each
bundle to be used for a distance of 100 meters). Then they pro-
ceeded to the construction site where the surveyors measured the
distances between stations of the ditch and marked each stake
with figures representing the depth of excavation ard the height
of backfill. The farmers helped by carrying the stakes and
driving these into the ground. These procedures generally took
more than an hour.

In the documentation zones, a total of 60 stake-outs were
conducted between March and November 1981. In 49 of these, an
average of four farmers joined the survey team while in 11, the
activity was accomplished only by the surveyors. The nonpartic-
ipation of farmers in these stake-outs appeared to be due to their
preoccupation with land preparation and other farm activities
(between late May and August 1981) or their involvement in
construction work (in November 1921). Where farmers participated
in the stake-out, ZEs and/or COs sometimes accompanied them.

A second activity which farmers undertook before constructing
a ditch was to prepare at least two bamboo plantilla or canal molds.
If the ditch was the first to be built in a rotational area, ZE
showed farmers how to prepare the plantilla using the measurements
he provided for the canal depth and width (surface and bottom) at
the beginning and end of a station. Farmers duplicated the plan-
tilla whenever they desired to work simultaneously on two or more
stations.

Between mid-March 1981 and January 1982, ditch construction
in all rotational areas of the documentation zones was undertaken
by farmers of that area. Farmers constructed the ditches that
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would serve their own farms although in a few cases farmers from
other areas participated in the construction. They accomplished
canalization either through takay or pacquiao (see Table 5). of
the 68 ditches that had been built by January 1982, 24 were done
through takay and 44 by pacquiao. Ditch coastructioi on takay

Table 5. Selected information on ditch construction in Upper
Lalo documentation zones: March 1982

Information Zone I-A Zone I-B Total

Type of ditch constructed

Main farm ditch 94 8 17
Supplementary farm ditchb 24 21 45
Internal farm ditch 0 3 3
Drainage ditch 2 1 3

Number of ditches built
Under takay 6 18 24
Under pacquiao 29 15 44
Total length of ditches
(in meters) built
Under takay 4,202 11,640 15,842
Under pacquiao 18,639 11,781 30,420
Total cost of ditches built

Under takay B19,397 34,380 53,777
Under pacquiao B59,801 44,033 103,834

4This figure includes one MFD extension in RALAT-A-2. 1In
the case of RALAT-A-SP-1 and RALAT-A-SP-2, the first SFD is
considered as an MFD. In RALAT-A-3, the MFD is an existing ditch
and not included in the figures for the zone.

brhe figures for this type include SFD~1, SFD-2, SFD-2a,
SFD-3, SFD-4, SFD-4a, and SFD-5 when applicable.
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involved around 16 farmers in a rotational area; work on an average
of 931 meters of ditch lasted for an average of 10 days, or about
93 meters per day. Construction by pacquiac drew around 12 farmers
in an area; work on an average of 1789 meters per rotational area
was normally completed within 15 days, or about 1?9 meters per day.
During construction of a ditzcn, ZE checked on the farmeis' work
dazly.

Ccmpleted ditches were inspected by TS before thz project
office made out payments to individual farmers (in the case of
takay) cr leader-contractors (in the case of pacquiao). Between
March and June 1981, the surveyors conducted an accomplishment
survey of a ditch upon being informed by ZE of its completior.

This survey was usually undertak~n withi+4 two weeks after construc~
tion was ccapleted. Beginning June 1281, the accomplishment survey
was replaced by ZE's investigation of completed ditch and his
written certification that the ditch was built according to speci~
fications. Z2ZE did his investigation usually a day after work
completion. By October, however, ZEs became too preoccupied with
supervising oingoing construction tasks; hence, the surveyors were
called back to do accomplishment surveys. After the surveyors'

or ZE's investigation, an inspector from the Commission on Audit
conducted an independent investigation prepazatory to the release
of payment.

Farmers'® involvement in the accomplishment survey entailed
accouwpanying the TS who conducted the work. During & few surveys
and in all ZE-conducted investigations undzrtaken in the documenta-
tior zones between March and August 1981, one {usually a leader)
to five members went along with T3.

Construction by takay. Farmers undertook ditch construcrtion
by takay between mid-March and August 1981. Under this arrangement,
the rotational-area or ditch leader took charge of compiling a
list of workers from his group. Sometimes he approached his
members in the course of preparing the list., At other times *he
members presented themselves to him upon hearing of a forthcoming
construction work. 1In campaigning for farmers' participation in
construction, the leaders also told farmers that anyone desiring
to work can just report to the constructicn site. Hence other
farmers did this. Manpower for the constructiorn ¢f a ditch was
usually derived from its beneficiaries, although members from
other ditch groups in the area were welcome as additional workers.
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Shortly befecre beginning construction work, farwmer-workers
usually selected by consensus the person who would check their
attendance. Generally they chose either the rotational-area
leader or their own ditch leader.?®

Under takay, payment for each laborer should be computed on
the basis of actual volume of work rendered. NIA estimated that
the volume of work a person can accomplish in a day would be valued
at tne daily minimum wage of £14,33. [n practice, however, the
estimated cost for building a ditch, which was released in full to
the laborers, was divided by the total person-days involved in
construction. Since ditch construction was rot paid on the basis
of actual work accomplished but rather on a predetermined cost, the
takay system operated like a fixed~price job with farmers receiving
their wages after the completion of every ditch.

In implementing takay, two major problems emerged: (1) farmers
complained because their payments were often delayed, and (2) NIA
feared legal repercussions in cases where laborers received wages
computed at a rate lower than the daily minimum wage. In address-
ing these problems, project managemernt decided in June 1981 to adopt
the follcwing plans: (1) use the pacquiau system, (2) hasten the
processing of papers so that the problem of delayed payment to
laborexrs could be avoided, and (3) allow payment to be made to
farmers even if the completed work did not constitute the 30-percent
(of the total contract work) completion required for partial

paymenc.

The project office's subsequent preparations for the
implementation of the pacquiao contract (including biddings to
determine thke labor prices and drawing up the paper contracts) took
about three months (July to September 1981). 1In the meantime that
these preparations were being done, ditch construction continued
under the takay system.

Construction by pacquiao. Beginning ir October 1981 and
until the conclusion of work in January 1982, ditch construction
was undertaken by pacquiao. Under this arrangement, the project

28For tha task of checking workers' attendance, three rota-
ticnal-area groups in the documentation zones each created a
committee (called labor, labor and placement, or manpower inventory).
None of the committees formed became functional because the area
or ditch leader assumed the task.
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office made out a contract to each rotational-area leader who
served as contractor to construct a specific number of ditches
within his rotational area for a fixed amount.?® The contract
price was set by the project office after conducting a bidding
session to deterrine the labor prices for specific items in
canalization work.

The bidding session wes held on 13 August 1981.3% 1t was
the first among the three sessions that the project office
conducted but the only one convened to determine labor prices for
canalization. The other two sessions were called in order to set
the labor costs for work iteme in canal structure construction by
pacquiao. In all three bidding sessions, the rotational-area
leaders submitted bid proposals. Their participation was urged
in view of these possible advantages: (1) irrigators' organiza-
tions would be strengthened as the leaders worked ou:t their bids
with their members, and (2) the leaders would gain more experience
in dealing with a government agency such as NIA by submitting bids
and possibly negotiating on these bids, and their members would
benefit from this experience.

The bidding session concerning canalization work was
attended by a total of 49 leaders from the three Upper Lalo
zones (I-A, I-B, and II-A) and one Lower Lalo zone (II-B), a
four-member NIA bidding committee, and oth2r NIA personnel.
Like the other two sessions, it was held at the NIA field office
in San Francisco, Buhi and lasted for over an hour. Zone II-A
ZE was presiding officer. Also, it observed the following process.
First, the rotational-area leaders submitted their bids to the NIA

29The rotational-area leader of Zone I-A RALAT-A-SP-1 took
exception to this. He assigned the SFD-1 leader to be the contractor
because he was preoccupied with family matters and could not attend
to a contractor's tasks.

0 bidding session scheduled for 2 July 1981 was not
convened because of ZEs' and COs' need for more time to explain
to farmers the technicalities involved in the pacquiao contract.

3l1ower Lalo Zone II-B leaders participated in two of the
three bidding sessions because the prices to be determined would
also be adopied for the construction of terminal facilities in
Lower Lalo.
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lowest ones. 1t explained to the leaders that the chosen bids
would still have to be forwarded to the Project manager and the
NIA regional irrigation director for approval. When the lowest
bids turned out to be higher than the government estimates, after
the session the leaders were asked to submit to the NIA commi ttee
a letter justifying their cost quotations.

Bids for the labor prices of canalization i.ems were sub-
mitted by 27 rotational-area leaders from four zones (I-a, 7
leaders; I-B, 5; II-a, 8; andg II-B, 7). The lowest among their
bids turned out to be higher than the government estimates. This
later led NIA to decide to adopt instead the government estimates
of P6.50 and P8.50 for excavation and borrow, respectively, for
computing the labor cost of ditch canalization. (These estimates
were ligher than those used earlier in the takay system--B5.00 and
B6.00 for excavation and borrow, respectively. NIA made this change
in consideration of the current higher cost of living.) 1In adopt-
ing the government estimates, NIA aimed to avoid a rebidding
session which would mear that farmers had to wait longer for the
completion of canalization work in their areas. NIA decided,
however, tc utilize the farmers' bids (87.4€ and 89.00 for excava-
tion and borrow, respectively) for computing the labor costs of
work to be done on the main and lateral canals. The project
manager communicated and explained NIA's decisions in his
2 September 1981 letcer to all rotational-area leaders.

By October 1981, farmers in the documentation zones were
constructing the remaining ditches in their respective areas
through pacquiao contracts. Under pacquiao arrangement, the
rotational-area leader who served as contractor was responsible
for procuring farrer-workers as well as handling payments. These
workers usually came fram the leader-contractor's own area. The
farmer-workers themselves usually volunteered their services to
the leader-contractors either prior to the start of work (for
example, duriﬁg an area's preconstruction meeting) or during the
work period., Leader-contractors also exerted efforts to recruit
workers particularly when they desired to complete the work
immediately or when they had an inadequate number of workers to
accomplish the work.

Most leader-contractors recorded their workers' daily
attendance; a few delegated this responsibility to the ditch
leaders or to the rotational-area secretary. The attendance
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records were used as basis for determining compensation to in-
dividual workers. ILeader-contractors usually divided the
contract price amcng the farmer-laborers according to the number
of person-days worked by each.

Instead of keeping track of their workers' attendance,
two leader-contractcrs observed the following arrangements with
fellow workers in their areas: (1) each worker constructed one
or more stations (a station covered a distance of 20 meters) of
the ditch, (2) the payment for constructing a station was deter-
mined by dividing the total contract price by the number of
stations constructed in the area, and (3) workers received pavment
only after the canalization work was completed. One of these
leader-contractors and his farmer-workers also agreed that:
(1) workers whose lots were along the ditch route would construct
the station that was adjacent to their lots, (2) a worker would
finish building a station within one month, hence, he could
employ the help of another farmex in the aree, and (3) the worker
in charge of a station would get the payment for its construction
and would be responsible for compensating his assistants, if any.

As in the takay system, farmers also experienced cdelayed
payments for works completed under pacguiao. This payment problem
was brought up by Upper Lalo COs during their 11 January 1982
coordination meeting with TS. COs contended that it had hampered
their organizing work because farmers, who were discontented over
the late payments for completed canalizations, had shown increas-
ing reluctance to participate in project activities. 1In this
regard, the chief of the farmers' assistance Jivision suggested
a discussion with the construction division about the possibility
of specifying the period within which farmers should be paid after
completing the construction.

The problem about payment was also raised in a letter from
the Zone I-A irrigators' association to the project manager dated
23 February 1982. The manager replied that the project office
had drawn a flow chart for payment of pacgquiao contracts by
farmers.’? 'This chart was prenared to determine the pavment

32the flow chart for payment of pacquiao contracts was dis-
cussed and approved during the 8 February 1982 project staff
conference. As agreed upon by the staff, the processing of one
contract payment would take three or four days. Also approved in
the conference were flow charts for the processing of pacquiao
contracts and for the purchases and payment of construction
materials.
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process, and to identify the section and personnel in the project
office to be approached for payments of contracts. The presidents
of the Upper Lalo irrigators' associations were provided copies

of this flow chart.

Praoblems encourtered. aside from delayed payment for com-
pleted canalizations, farmers in the documentation zones encountered
other problems in the construction of ditches. The common problems
were inclement weather and lack of manpower. Problems regarding
the weather occurred particularly in Ncvember 1981, Insufficient
Mmanpower, on the other hand, was common especially in June (at
which time farmers were busy with lang preparation) and October
(during which time farmers were preoccupied with harvesting their
crops) .

Other specific but one-of-ia-kind problems and their effects
on farmers' construction activities and/or their relationship with
TS or fellow farmers are as follows.

1. Right-of-way problem. In Zone I-B RALAT-E-2, farmers
had to suspend the construction of SFD-1 after working
for over a week in June 1981 because two farmers had
refused to allow the ditch to be constructed on their
farms (see the case of Jp and PM in the section on
securing right-of-way donations). This problem delayed
the work for about two months.

2. Delayed communicatinn of a reduction in construction
ccst estimate. In Zone I-A RAMC~4, farmers threatened
to abandon in June 1981 the construction of the MFD when
they learned eight days after starting its construction
that the cost was reduced from P4774 to B3655. After
confirming the reducticn, the rotational-area leader
wrote the project manager requesting a meeting with a
NIA representative who will explain this matter to
farmers. During this meeting on 8 June, the head of
the planning and cost evaluation section gave the follow-
ing reasons for the decrease in cost: (a) volume of work
was less because it entailed the rehabilitation of an
existing cana..,, (b) canal length was shortened owing to
design revisicns which resulted when two farmers consented
to give right- of-way, and (c) only one of the two canal
embankments needed to be constructed because of the
decision to use the adjoining main canal embankment.
The farmers accepted these reasons but noted that they
should have been properly and promptly informed of any
modification in cost.
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3. Insufficient construction budget. About a month before
the construction of SFD-1 in Zone I-A RAMC-2, farmer-
leaders told ZE that the estimated cost of B750.40 for
rehabilitating this ditch was an inadequate compensation
for the amount of work that they thought would be entailed.
Thus they feared that they might be taking on the work
as a loss. After looking into this matter, TS increased
the cost to 21,211.74. 1In August 1981, farmers began
constructing SFD-1 under the takay arrangement. However,
after completing less than half the length (900 meters)
of the ditch in eight days, they suspended the construc-
tion. They discovered that the increased cost was still
insufficient to compensate for the heavy backfilling job
required to complete the ditch. During the project
manager's 19 August field visit, SFD-1 leader discussed
the problem with him. Subsequent field investigations
conducted by TS led to a further increase in cost from
£1,211.74 to B2,145.97, In September, farmers still
felt that the difference of B943.24 was inadequate to
cover the necessary work on the uncompleted ditch portion.
But in November, following ZE's encouragement they agreed
to resume construction work. The remaining ditch portion
was completed through the pacquiao agreement.

4. Unfair sharing in the pacquiao contract price. About
mid-January 1982, four (out of a maximum of 25) farmers
"from Zone I-A RALAT-A-2 who participated in the
construction of four ditches (MFD extension, SFD-3, SFD-4,
and SFD-5) complained to their zonal association president
about the payment made to them by their rotational area
leader-contractor (EP). These farmers expected EP to
divide the contract price among the workers on the basis
of the person-days they devoted to the work. EP, how-
ever, paid them ithe daily rate of P15.30. This pay
arrangement allegedly resulted in an undetermined profit
for EP. While EP claimed that the issue had been
resolved with the workers before the four ditches were
constructed, a farmer (FA) who was the most vocal among
the complainants denied this claim.3?® Fa expected less
farmer-participation in EP-led activities because this
issue would erode the farmers' confidence in EP's
leadership.

33Both EP's and FA's claims were made during interviews
conducted by the participant-observer.
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In February, one of the Zone I-A COs and the associa~
tion president investigated the reported disenchantment
of a majority of RALAT-A-2 workers with EP. During the
13 February farmers' meeting in the area, the issue was
raised by the president who chaired the meeting in EP's
absence (he was recuperating from an illness). The
farmers expressed reluctance to voice out their complaints
against EP. Nonetheless, the president advised that
should they wish to push the issue, they should put in
writing tneir complaints and suggested actions. At least
five farmers should sign the letter of complaint. It
should be submitted to the ascociation's board of directors
for the latter's consideration. The president's advice
was not acted upon, however, because most farmers claimed
later that they had forgiven EP whom they felt had been
adequatn:ly punished for his wrongdoing. (EP reportedly
spent his gains from the contract by indulging in a two-
week drinking binge. 1In one of his drunken states, he
fell asleep on the rain-drenched ground. Consequently,
he became seriously ill and was hospitalized.) Even Fa
did not want to pursue the matter because this could
ruin his friendship with EP. By iate February, EP resumed
his activities as rotational-area leader and zonal official.

Despite problems, all ditches in the documentation zones were
completed in January 1982 or five months before the project's com-
pletion date (June 1982) for building terminal facilities in
Upper Lalo.

Constructing canal structures

The construction of csnal structures in the Upper Lalo documen-
tation zones had been ongoing for six months (July to December
1980) when the construction of terminal facilities was suspended
in January 1981. During this period, the project had built 35
structures by direct administration.

When the construction of terminal facilities was resumed in
March 1981, the project office continued to build canal structures
by direct administration because the farmers' involvement was
concentrated on the construction of ditches which began in the
same month. Construction under direct administration entailed
that the office hired through its zps both the skilled and unskilled
workers who would install the structures. A majority of these
workers were nonfarmer-laborers who had been employed by NIA at
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one time or another. 1In a few cases, however, the unskilled workers
included farmers from the rotaticnal arca or zone where the
structures were located. The hiring of nonfarmer-laborers by the
project office was generally accepted by the farmers.

Starting in December 1981, farmers of some rotational areas
where ditch construction had been completed undertook by pacquiao
contract the construction of the remaining structures in their
areas.>3" But in those rotational areas where the farmers did not
feel confident enough to install structures, the project office

continued to undertake the task by direct administration.

Before giving out pacquiao contracts for canal-structure
constructicn, the project office conducted two bidding sessions
to determine the standard labor prices of specific work items
includiag hauling jobs. The first session, which was held on
24 Augvst 1981, was attended by 46 leaders from all three Upper
Lalo zones (I-aA, I-B, and II-A) while the second session, which
was convened on 22 September 1981, was attended by 25 leaders
from all the Upper Lalo zones and one Lower Lalo zone (II-B).
As in the bidding session for canalization work items, only the
rotational-area leaders submitted bid proposals in these two
sessions. ®

3%In the 11 January 1982 CO-TS coordination meeting, the
Upper Lalo COs and ZEs were advised to list the rotational areas
whose leaders were interested in contracting the construction of
canal structures. For areas whose leaders did not show interest,
they should ask the rotational-area leaders to submit the names
of farmers who would like to be employed by NIA as daily wage
laborers.

*3In the Zone I-A lateral and main-canal group leaders'
meetings (20 and 21 August 1981, respectively), a majority of the
leaders expressed reluctance to participate in the bidding for
labor price for constructing canal structures. The reluctance
stemmed basically from their lack of knowledge and skills to
build the structures as well as their fear that this might lead
to low bids and losses in the deal. However, a few leaders
argued in favor of participation in bidding, negotiating, and
entering into contract with NIA. These leaders believed that the
activities would give them experiences that would be valuable for
running their associations. Moreover, ZE had pointed out that
NIA would make available a skilled foreman with whom farmers
could consult regarding the specifications for erecting structures.
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In the first bidding session, each of the 21 rotational-area
leaders from the Upper Lalo zones made their bids on the labor
costs of constructing a specific type of structure (suci, as,
turnout, division box, road crossing, and combined check and
drop) and of hauling a specific quantity of construction material
(for example, a bag of cewent, a kilo of steel bars, or a plece of
concrete holluw block). ‘meir lowest bids on the hauling jobs which
turned out to be lower than the government estimates were later
approved for adoption bv N{A. Thig approval was relayed to the
leaders during the second session.

However, the lowest bids i iChe canal structures were dis-
approved by NIA for these reasous. The construction of a structure
would involve different quantities of work items (for example,
structure excavation and backfiiling, installation of steel hars,
and settiny of concrete hollow blocks) In view of this, NiA felr
that it would be only fair to farmers as well as appropriate that
they bid on the cosis of the actual quantities of work items
pertinent to a structure, rather than on the cost of the entire
Structure itself, Therefore, NIA nullified the bids on entire
structures and called a repidding cession.

Notice on the rebidding was issued to rotational-area leaders
on 11 September.?® 1t contained information on the work items
involved, their approximate quantities, and the government estimates
for specific quantities of work items. During the rebidding, NIA's
reasons for rejecting the earlier bids on canal structures were
explained to the leaders. Subsequently, the leaders made 14 new
bids. The lowest among these bids were mostly slightly higher
than the government estimates. These were later accépted for
adoption by NIA.

36During the 25 September CO-TS coordination meeting, the
Upper Lalo COs' supervisor pointed out that a bidding regulation
stipulating .that notice to bidders be given 10 dayg before the
bidding was not followed during the rebidding for cdnal structures.
He said that farmers were anly given the notice three days before,
and some rotational-area leaders did not even receive it. Because
of the delayed notice, COs had insufficient time to disseminate
and discuss the matter with farmers. He surmised that this
probably brcught about the submission of low bids.
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Between the resumption of the construction of canal struc-
tures in March 1981 and the conclusion of this work in February
1982, a total of 90 additional structures were built in the do-
cumentation zones (see Table 6).37 The majority of these struc-
tures were identiried by farmers and TS during the negotiations
for revisions of designs of terminal facilities. Of the 90
structures, 67 (35 in Zone I-A and 32 in I-B; see Table A12) were
built by the project office through direct administration while 23
(13 in Zone I-A and 10 in I-B) were built by the farmers through
the pacquiao contract.

Construction of canal structures focused primarily on the
installation of farm ditch crossings (46 percent) and division
boxes (19 percent). Construction by administration involved 1 to
11 laborers, a majority of whom were NIA laborers brought into
the project area; these works lasted for 2 to 25 days. On the
other hand, pacquiao-contracted works drew in between 2 and 8
farmer-workers for 3 to 21 days (see Table 6).

In the 6 (of a total of 17) rotational areas where canal
structures had been built through pacquiao contract, the rota-
tional-area leaders served as contractors. Farmers provided
labor while NIA supplied the materials. The leader-contractors
hired workers from among their farmer-members. ZE supervised their
work.

Conducting inventories
of completed terminal
facilities

In February and March 1982, the project's water management
section conducted field inventories of completed terminal facil-
ities in all rotational areas of the documentation zones. The
inventories aimed to: (1) update the farmers and NIA of the
status of system facilities in these areas, (2) identify which of
the constructed facilities were functional or nonfunctional, and
(3) identify'w&gt facilities remained to be constructed in an area.

371n october 1981, the construction of several structures
located on the main canal necessitated a shutdown of system
operations during the daytime for a week.
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Table 6. Construction arrangements for canal structures built
between March 1981 and February 1982 in the Upper Lalo
documentation zones@

Construction Canal structures Range of size Construction
arrangement installed of work force period
Direct Tuxnouts (2)P 1-11 2-25 days
adminstration Division boxes (10)
(67)¢c Turnout with division

baox (1)

Farm ditch crossings (31)

Road crossing (1)

Road crossing with
division box (3)

Check and drop (6)

Ditch transitions (8)

Drainage crossings (5)

Under pacquiao Division boxes (7) 2-8 3-21 days
contract Farm ditch crossings (11)
(23)¢ Farm ditch crossing with

division box (1)
Road crossing (1)
Road crossing with

division box (1)
Check and drop (1)
Floodway (1)

AThe distribution of the structures by oonstruction
arrangement and zone is presented in Table A12.

brhe figures in parentheses pertain to the number of
specific structure installed.

CThe figures in parentheses refer to the total number of
structures constructed under the identified arrangement.
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The water management technologists who undertook the inven-
tories constantly coordinated with COs who mobilized leaders to
participate in the activity. Rotational-area leaders were asked
to set the date of the inventory in their area and to make them-
selves available on said date. During an inventory, leaders were
encouraged to recommend to the project office, through the tech-
nologists, specific actions to be taken on nonfunctional facilities
(that is, those to be repaired or deletedj. Moreover, they were
asked to specify what additional facilities needed to be constructed
in their area prior to the delegation of partial system oparation
and maintenance tasks to farmers.

The field inventory in a rotational area took between half
a day and one day; it basically involved from one to six leaders
although an undetermined number of members were usually on hand
when the irrigation facilities near their farm were inspected by
the inventory team. Reports on the results of the field inventory
showed that farmers in 13 of the 17 rotational areas of the docu-
mentation zones suggested or requested the lining of a ditch or
ditch portion and/or construction of additional structures parti-
cularly crossings (see Table Al13). Moreover, in these rotational
areas 6 ditches (representing about 9 percent of the total number
of ditches in the two zones) were found to have a weak or eroded
embankment, and 7 structures (8 percent of the total number of
structures in the two zones) were assessed to be defective. No
problem was reported in the remaining 4 areas of the documentation
zones.

Rehabilitating major
system facilities

Large-scale rehabilitation work in the Upper Lalo system
was undertaken on the main canal in May 1981 and on the diversion
dam in February 1982. As of end of March 1982, the rehabilitation
of the dam was still ongoing. To facilitate the improvement of
the main canal, NIA implemented a shutdown of system operations.
NIA proposed a similar shutdown in oconnection with the work in
the dam. Farmers in the documentation zones were among those
whom NIA hired to undertake the rehabilitation activities.

Main canal and structures. To undertake this work, NIA
partially stopped system operations for 28 days (4-31 May 1981)
in Upper Lalo Zones I-A, I-B, and II-~A, and for 35 days (27 April-
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31 May 1981) in Lower Lalo Zone II-C, 38 As early as March 1981,
the project office announced the operations shutdown to farmers
through its field personnel as well as through a radio broadcast
and letters from the project manager. NIA originally planned a
complete shutdown but, at farmers' request, it made irrigation
water available for their standing crops during Saturdays and
Sundays when no construction occurred.

In the documentation zones, farmers were notified about the
shutdown primarily through the joint efforts of COs and the system
personnel. 1In Zone I-A, both oral and written notifications were
undertaken with the help of farmer-leaders and barangay officials
while in Zone I-B only oral notification was done with the assist-
ance of farmer-leaders. Oral notification was accomplished by
means of a house-to-house and person-to-person campaigrs and/or
barangay meetings; in turn, written notification was by means of
posters.

The recruitment of laborers for the rehabilitation of the
main canal portion traversing Zones I-A and I-B was handled by Cos
at the request of ZEs. During meetings and groundwork, COs asked
farmers to recommend laborers from their groups. To qualify as
laborers, the farmers had to be between the ages of 18 and 50 years.
As a rule, laborers of a canal section being rehabilitated in a
2one came from and worked only in that zone. They were hired by
NIA under takay agreement.

Diversiun dam. The task of rehabilitating the diversion dam
began in February 1982 with NIA laborers undertaking the entire
work. By March, 20 farmers (17 from Zone I-A and 3 from Zone I1I-An)
were employed as additional unskilled workers as a result of the
Zone I-A association president's (former RAMC-4 rotational-area
leader) crusade to keep the spirit of the participatory approach.
The president's efforts are described in Case 1 below. 1In addi-
tion, the Zone I-A association's objections to NIA's proposed system

38By shutting down system operations, the project office also
intended to be able to put a stop to farmers' varied planting
schedules and afterwards be able to institute a uniform cropping
pattern in a zone for water management purposes.
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operations shutdown which would facilitate dam rehabilitation are
presented in Case 2.

Case 1. The employment of NIA laborers in the dam-
site construction was one of the issues discussed in the
22 February 1982 meeting of Zone I-A association officers
and leaders. The assoclation president contended that
such arraigement: viclated a NIa-farmer agreement that con-
struction works in the system would be undertaken by
farmers. Moreover, it contradicted the project's partic-
ipatory objective. On behalf of the association, the
president raised these matters. in his 22 February letter
to the project manager. 'the manager wrote back on 24
February explaining that the construction of major struc-
tures like the diversion dam was a highly technical job,
thus, NIA employed its skilled workers to do it. BHe also
said that farmers would be given the opportunity to
participate as unskilled workers on a rotation basis.

The manager suygested that in March, for instance, 10
farmers frowm Zones I~A and I-B would bec-hired. 1In April,
a new batch of farmers from the same zones would be

drawn into the construction with the number of farmers to
be determined on the third week of March.

Thus in late February, the association president
recommended to the chief of the construction division 10
Zone I-A farmers for employment in the dam-site con-~
struction. Later, he learned that three recommendees who
resided in Antipoio, Buhi (the site of the dam) were
substituted by Zone II-A farmers. On 2 March at the out-
set of farmers' construction participation), he went to
great lengths, including approaching several key project
personnel, to obtain the project manager's approval to
hire the three farmers. The following day, however, the
foreman of the construction team refused to accept these
farmers despite the president's insistence that the
project manager had given his approval. The foreman said
that the chief of the construction division had previously
instructed him not to employ the three farmers. Con-
sequently, the president became so enraged that he stoned
the gatekeeper's office beside the construction site and
challenged all NIA laborers to a duel although none of
them accepted it. He also ensured that construction work
came to a standstill late in the afternoon of that day
and until the project manager saw him on the next day.
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Learning of these incidents, on 4 March the project
manager talked with the president at the dam site. After
sawe discussions, the three farmers in question were hired.
Moreover, the manager told the president that the latter
could recommend more farmers for the job. On 8 March,
seven Zone I-A farmers were aclded to the construction team.

During the 31 march meeting of the three Upper Lalo
association presidents, the Zcne I-A president recounted
the dam-site construction issue to his colleagues., He
quoted the project manager as saying that doubling of the
present labor force at the dam site would still fail to
meet the necessary manpower requirements. He also claimed
that eight NIA laborers who began reporting for work on 30
March had told him that NIA would be hiring 40 more laborers
in the succeeding weeks. Zone I-B president then remarked
that when he recommended 10 farmers from his zone, he was
teld that NIA had no need for additional laborers. Both
Zones I-A and I-B presidents agreed that NIA's response
clearly violated the arrangement of rot¥ting employment
of laborers among the three Upper Lalo zcones. In turn,
Zone II-A president expressed ignorance of this arrange-
ment. Finally, all three presidents decided to discuss
this issue during their 5 April neeting with the project
manager.

Case 2. Like the dam-site construction issue, NIA's
proposed system operations shutdown was discussed in the
22 Pebruary 1982 meeting of Zone I-A officers and leaders.
This came after the water management section head announced
the plan to completely shut down operations from 1 April
to 15 May 1982. The shutdown would facilitate the com-
pletion of rehabilitation works at the dam site. A number
of leaders cbjected to the scheduled shutdown because
their crops, which had just been transplanted, would be
destroyed. They also axplained that Zone I-A farmers did
not cbserve the cropping pattern suggested by the water
delivery scheme for Upper Lalo because: (1) farmers parti-
cipated in ditch constructions, and/or (2) farmers decided
to transplant their crop only after the ditches had been
completed to ensure adequate water supply to their farm.
The leaders proposed two alternative arrangements to the
system shutdown: resume system operations on Saturdays
and Sundays during the period 1 April to 15 May, or post-
pone the cummencement of the shutdown from 1 April to
15 April.
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The leaders' objections to the shutdown and their pro-
posed alternative arrangements were communicated to the
project manager in the association president's 23 Pebruary
letter. The manager's reply stated that: (1) the request
for resuming system operations on weekends could not be
granted for this would delay the work on the dam rehabili-
tation, and (2) the proposed 15-day postponement of shut-
down would push the start of wet-season farm operations to
June and transplanting to July; bad weather conditions
which usually prevailed in these months would adversely
affect the crop in its critical growth stage. 1In view of
these, the president asked other association officers to
notify farmers that the shutdown would take place as
gcheduled.,

On 13 March, during the contract negotiatiocn of Zone
I-A association with the NIA assistant administrator for
operations, a board member referred the shutdown issue to
him. In answer to the assistant administrator's query,
the president said that approximately 46 percent of crops
in Zone I-A would be adversely affected should the shutdown
begin on schedule. Farmers' complaints regarding the shut-
down were referred to the project manager and the chief of
the engineering division {concurrently acting chief of the
operations and maintenance section). Subsequent discussions
between the association and the project office led to the
acceptance of the farmers' proposal to begin the shutdown
period on 15 April.

Organizing Farmers for System Operation
and Maintenance

Between late November 1980 and June 1981, farmers were
organized into rotational-area groups; in December 1981, these
groups were organlzed into zonal irrigators' associations which
were expected to assume partial system operation and maintenance
responsibilities upon the completion of the rehabilitation of the
Upper Lalo system. It was hoped that the experiences of farmers
in organizing themselves into an association and in working as a
group would foster unity and hence strengthen their association.
It was also expected that their collective involvement in the
design and construction of their own irrigation facilities would
enable them to closely identify with their system and because of
this, care enough to manage it properly.
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In view of their associations' eventual assumption of partial
system management, beginning in late May 1981 farmers had undertaken
specific activities which brought them nearer to achieving this
goal. These activities may be divided into two sets: (1) formal-
izing the organization of the zonal irrigators' associations and
(2) negotiating for the associations' partial operation and main-
tenance contracts with NIA. These tasks fully engaged the atten-
tion of farmer-leaders particularly between July 1981 and March
1982, 1In the documentation zones, farmer-leaders convened a total
of 47 sessions (about five per month) to prepare themselves for the
various activities rclated to the formation of their associations
and the contract negotiations with NIA. Moreover, they conducted
67 rotational-area meetings (about seven per month), and three
zonal assemblies to inform their respective members about their
activities and to elicit their members' suggestions and reactions
to their plans and accomplishments.

Formalizing the organization
of the zonal irrigators'
associations

Farmers of the rotational-area groups which formed the
irrigators' association in a zone began preparing in September
1981 for the registration of their association with the Securities
and Exchange Commission (SEC). Through this registration, the
association would be recognized by the government and thus it
would gain a formal status.

To learn the requirements for SEC registration, the rota-
tional-area and ditch leaders attended together with COs the
orientation seminars that NI2 conducted on 23 September (for Zone
I-A) and 29 September (for Zone I-B). NIA provided a trainor
for the seminars and the leaders prepared the sites for the
seminars. The latter's preparations led them to form commi ttees
which would ensure that adequate lighting was provided during the
evening portion of the seminar. The wmmittees were also assigned
to procure chairs for seminar participants. 1In addition, Zone
I-B leaders created a ccmmittee to prepare food for tne
participants.?®

391n zone I-A, the committee chairmen were appointed by the
leaders and COs. They did not choose their members, hence, they
undertook the committees' tasks by themselves. In Zone I-B, the
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The Zone I-A seminar held at the NIA field office in
San Francisco, Buhi was attended by 22 rotational-area and ditch
leaders (of the 36, excluding assistant ditch leaders) and 8 NIA
personnel. In turn, the Zone I-B seminar conducted at the barangay
chapel in Santa Isabel, Buhi was attended by 29 (of the 32) leaders
and 7 NIA personnel. Both were whole-day affairs lariing from 8
to 9 hours."?

The information concerning SEC registration which leaders
received during the seminars may be summarized as follows.

1. A registered association has a legal personality
which enables it to transact business and enter
into negotiations with other government-recognized
agencies.

2. In registering with SEC, the irrigators' association=--
a nongstock corporation--must submit three copies of
the modus operandi (signed by the board of directors),
three copies of the membership list, three copies of
the incorporation papers, and five copies of the
articles of incorporation.

committee chairmen were appointed by the leaders. The chairmen,
in turn, chose their own members from among the other leaders

(in the case of the lights and chairs committees) or from among
the leaders' wives (food committee). The Zone I-B committees were
all functional.

*The seminars observed generally the same activities,
namely: (1) surfacing of participants' expectations from the
seminar and statement of NIA's seminar cbjectives, (2) explanation
of the rationale for registering an association with SEC and of
the powers and privileges of a registered association, (3) defini-
tion of some basic terms like corporation, association, incorpo-
rators, and members, and (4) description of the procedures for
formulating the irrigators' association's bylaws, and for incor-
porating and registering the association with SEC. (In addition
to listing their expectations from the seminar, Zone I-A leaders
were asked to enumerate the indicators of a viable association.
The common indicators mentioned were: members and officers must
have cooperation, and members are well informed about the asso-
ciation.) Seminar participants were provided mimeographed copies
of a list of powers and privileges of a registered association,
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3. The procedure for registering the irrigators' associa-
tion with SEC involves 10 steps, as follows."!

a. The rotational-area and ditch leaders, under Co0s'
guidance, will initially draft the bylaws and
articles of incorporation. Then they will pre~-
sent the drafts of these documents to their
members for comments during public meetings in their
respective rotational areas. After the meetings,
they will finalize the drafts by incorporating
into these their members' suggested revisions.

b, The leaders will call a general assembly of
farmers from an entire zane to ratify the bylaws,
elect the members of the board of directors,
and elect the chairmen of the standing committees,
namely, membership and education, irrigation
management, audit and inventory, and financial
management. During the assembly, a temporary
chairman and a temporary secretary will be
appointed to preside over and take down the
minutes of the assembly, respectively.

€. The board of directors will hold its first meet-
ing *o elect the association officers (composed
of the presil:int, secretary, and treasurer). The
elected president, in turn, will appoint the main-
canal and the lateral-canal irrigation watermasters
with the approval of the board. Prior to the
election of officers, the board will appoint a
temporary secretary to take down the minutes of
its meeting.

a suggested bylaws structure, a sample bylaws, a sample articles
of incorporation; and sample forms for accomplishing other re-
gistration requirements like minutes of the association's general
assembly and'first board of directors' meeting. (Except the

list of powers and privileges of a registered association which
was in Bikol-Naga, the documents were in English.)

“11n explaining these procedures, the Upper Lalo O0s' super-
visor used a flow chart. After the explanations, he illustrated
a sample organizational structure of an irrigators' association.
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d. The board of directors will prepare the paper
requirements for SEC registration, including
the bylaws and the articles of incorporation,
The minutes of the proceedings of the general
assembly and the first board meeting are to be
attached to the articles of incorporation.
The board will then submit the required papers
to the NIA regional irrigation office. The
regional office will send the papers to the NIA
central office which will submit these to SEC
for registration. If the requirements are found
to be incomplete, SEC will send them back to the
association through the same routes. The lattar
fulfills the necessary documents and goes through
the same process of submission.

Drafting and ratifying the incorporation papers. Using the

NIA-provided sample documents, the Zones I-A and I-B irrigators'
agsociations drafted, finalized, and ratified their respactive
bylaws and articles of incorporation. They did these activitiaes
under the COs' guidance. The process from formulation to ratifie-
cation of the incorporation papers took about three months (late
September to December 1981). For both associations, it involved
the following stages.

1.

During their SEC orientation seminar in late September,
the rotational-area and ditch leaders of each zone
divided themselves into three groups. Each of these
groups devised a first draft of their ascsociation's
bylaws (Zone I-B's case) or articles of incorxporation
(Zone I-A's case). At the end of their seminar, Zone
I-A leaders had three initial drafts of the articles
of incorporation but had yet to consolidate these.
Owing to lighting problems, they deferred the formulation
of the bylaws. 1In turn, Zone I-B leaders mads three
initial drafts of the bylaws but had yet also to
consolidate these. They postponed the drafting of the
articles of incorporation because they wished to lpﬂnd
more time in studying the sample document.

In Octcber, the rotational-area and ditch leaderg of
each zone divided themselves into two groups which
first met separately and then jointly to complets the
task of drafting both the bylaws and the articles of
incorporation. After thay completed this task, they
gave the drafts of the incorporation papers to COs for
typing or reproduction.
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In November and up to about nmid-December, the rotational-
area and ditch leaders presented the drafts of the by-
laws and articles of incorporation to their memhers for
comments during meetings in their rotational areas.
During these meetings, the leaders read and exblained
the various provisions in the proposed documents.

(In Zone I-B RAMC~-SP-1, the rotational-area leader even
circulated among his members photocopies of the docu-
ments.) The leaders also encouraged their members to
ask questions on or suggest necessary changes in the
provisions. 1In both zones, the members approved the
proposed articles of incorporation, However, they
questioned or suggested revicions in the proposed bylaws.
The bylaws provisions which Zones I-A and I-B members
commonly questioned or sought to revise pertained to
qualifications for association membership, payment of
membership fee, and qualifications and election of
association watermasters. 1In addition, Zone I-A members
sought modification in the provisions on the collections
of irrigation service fee, fines for violation of water
allocation rules, and other dues; Zone I-B members
focused on the functions of certain association officers
like the treasurer, election of the members of the
association's standing committees, and uses of the
association's funds.

After mid-December, the rotational-area and ditch

leaders of each zone reconvened and accomplished the
following tasks. Taking into consideration their

members' suggested revisions, they finalized the drafts
of the bylaws and articles of incorporation. They also
planned the details of the zonal general assembly during
which the members would ratify these documents and elect
the association officials. The details included the time,
date, and place of the assembly, the program of activi-
ties, the specific tasks of each leader, and the formation
of an election committee. In addition to planning these
details, Zone I-A leaders set the procedure for electing
the members of the association's board while the Zone

I-B leaders devised a notification campaign and set the
deadline for the filing of certificates of candidacy.

In late December, during their zonal general assembly
the members ratified their association's bylaws and
articles of incorporation. The Zone I-a assembly which
lasted for over 5 hours was attended by 82 farmers
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(about 26 percent of the zcne membership) and 2 COs.
In turn, the Zone I-B assembly which lasted for 6.5
hours was attended by 129 farmers (about 37 percent
of the zone membership), 3 COs, and the Upper Lalo
COs' supervisor. In both assemblies, the members
first chose a leader to act as the presiding officer.
(In the Zone I-B assembly, a farmer was also selected
to serve as temporary secretary.) Then cne leader
(Zone I-B's case) or more (Zone I-A's :ase) read and
explained the various provisions of the bylaws and
articles of incorporation. (In the Zone I-B assembly,
before the reading commenced the leaders posted sheets
of Manila paper on which these provisions were written.)
The members discussed the provisions and agreed to
delete one of those in the bylaws (the annual dues
requirement for Zone I-A and the membership fee require-
ment for Zone I-B). Finally they ratified the bylaws
as amended (that is, with a deleted section) and the
articles of incorporation as presented.l'2 In the
ratified bylaws, the Zone I-A association was named
the Buhi Zone I-A Upper Lalo Farmer~Irrigators'
Association, Inc. (BULFIA) while the Zone I-B
association was called the Upper Lalo River Irri-
gators' Beneficiary Association, Inc. (ULRIBA).

Electing the zonal officials. The Zones I-A and I-B
assocliations elected their zonal officials right after ratifying
their bylaws and articles of incorporation. These officials
consisted of the members of the board of directors, the members
of the four standing committees, and the main-canal and the
lateral-canal watermasters (see Figures 11 and 12 for the organ-
icational setup of the associations). The conduct and the results
of the election of officials during the December 1981 zonal
assemblies may be summarized as follows.

“2pefore the bylaws and articles of incorporation were
ratified in Zone I-A, a leader asked if this activity could be
carried out despite a lack of quorum. Ancther leader said that
postponing both the ratification and the election of officials
might not be feasible because fewer members might attend a sub-
sequent general assembly. The members present apparently agreed
with him for they decided to proceed with the ratification and
election.



Board of Directors
1

Officers
| [ 1 |
Irrigation Membership Financial Audit and
Management and Education Management Inventory
Commi ttee Commi ttee Commi ttee Commi ttee
Main~canal watermaster Lateral-canal watermaster
]
| i
Rotational-area leaders Rotational-area leade;q
Supplementary-farm- Supplementary-farm-
ditch leaders ditch leaders

Figure 11. Organizational structure of the Buhi Zone 1-a Upper Lalo
Farmer-Irrigators' Association, Inc.

£6:£861 19TaeL-buoTy) pue OTTI



Board of Directors
1

Officers
| [ I 1
Irrigation Membership Financial Audit and
Management and Education Management Inventory
Committee Committee Commi ttee Commi ttee
Main-canal watermaster Lateral-canal watermaster Lateral-canal watermaster
' . il . - lead
Rotational-area leader% Rotational-area leaders Rotational-area leaders
S Supplementary-farm-
upplementary-farm- Supplementary-farm- .
ditch leaders ditch leaders ditch leaders

Figure 12. Organizational structure of the Upper Lalo River Irrigator-Beneficiaries'
Association, Inc., Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project

V6:£861 IaTARL-AUOTYD pue OTTI



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:95

In both zones, a committee on election superviged the
election proceedings. The Zone I-A committee was

composed of three high-school students from San Frencisco,
Buhi; while the Zone I-B committee was comprised of a
school teacher and three farmer-members.,

In Zone I-a, the candidates to the various positiong
were all naminated orally during the assembly. For
board membership, members of each rotational area in
the zone named their respective nominee or naminees
because the board would be composed of one representa-
tive per area. But nominations for other positions
were made without considering area affiliation.

In Zone I-B, on the other hand, the candidates to
the various positions were those who filed a certificate
of candidacy one day prior to the election; they came
from any of the zone's rotational areas. However,
because for some positions fewer than the needed numbey
of persons had filed a certificate cF candidacy, nomina-
tions for additional candidates were obtained from the
floor before the election.

In Zone I-A, members elected eight of the nine members
of the board, each of whom represented a rotational
area in the zone. (The remaining member of the board
who should represent PALAT-A-3 could not be elected
because no cne from this area attended the assembly.
This official was appointed by the board during its
first meeting on 6 January.) Of the eight élected
members of the board, three were chosen by acclamation
(they were lone nominees in their respective areas);
the other five were selected by secret ballot (from
among two or three candidates in their own araas) .

Moreover, farmers elected the members to the asgocia-
tion's four standing committees. These committees had a
total membership of 10: financial management., 2; irriga=
tion management, 4; membership and education, 2; and
audit and inventory, 2. One committee was formed at a
time; voting for its membership was done by raising of
hands. The members of each committee later met to gelect
their chairman.
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4. 1In Zone I-B, farmers elected five members of the board
who came from four rotational areas of the zone. These
members of the board were elected by secret ballot from
among 11 candidates.

The farmers also elacted 11 persons to positions
in the association's 4 standing committees: membership
and education, 3; complaint and action, 3; financial
management, 2; and irrigation management, 3. The com-
mittee members were chosen from 18 candidates. For
each committee, the candidate with the highest number
of votes became the chairman and the other one or two
candidates with the next highest number of votes became
the committee member or members.

Moreover, members elected by secret ballot the
association auditor (from among four candidates), the
main-canal watermaster (from two candidates), and the
lateral-canal watermaster (from among five candidates).

After the zonal elections, the board of directors of each
zone conducted its first meeting to elect the association officers.
Zone I-A board members met on & January 1982 and elected from among
themselves a president, a vice-president, a secretary, a treasurer,
and an auditor. In turn, Zone I-B board members who met on 24
December 1981 elected from among themselves a president, a secretary,
and a treasurer. 1In both zones, the election was done by secret
ballot.

In all, then, Zone I-A had 20 zcnal officials (7 of whom
occupy 2 positions while Zone I-B had 19 (3 of whom held 2 posi-
tions). These zonal officials ware predaminantly male; at laast
two committee members were female. Their average age was 46 years;
their average year of formal schooling, 8 years. They cultivated
about 1.5 hectares each. Around 61 percent of them were owner-
cultivators, another 23 percent were share tenants, while the rest
held multiple tenurial status (for instance, owner of a parcel
while cultivating another parcel as a tenant) or had recently
became amortizing owners or lessees. Almost all the members of
the board had previously served in the barangay council or other
community organizations (for example, Samahang Nayon, Agrarian
Reform Beneficiaries' Association, Farent-Teachers' Association).
Among the other association officials, about half had previous or
current involvement with barangay orgenizations other than the
irrigators' associations.
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The association officers and other zonal officials took
their oaths of office before the project manager during formal
ceremonies held in their respective areas. The Zones I-A and
I-B ceremonies (which took place respectively on 10 March ang 9
January 1982) were also attended by each zane's rotational-area
and ditch leaders, COs, some association members, NIA personnel,
and guests,

Negotiations for the
asgociations' con-
tracts with NIA

Formal negotiations between NIA and the irrigators' associa-
tions of Zones I-A and I-B concerning the associations' role in
the operation and maintenance of the Upper Lalo system began in
September 1981; these were still ongoing as of end of March 1982,
Farmers <started preparing for these negotiations, however, in late
May 1981. Their activities involved the conduct of leaders'
conferences and leaders' meetings with their respective members
following the conferences.

Leaders' conferences. Five leaders' conferences were con-
vened prior to the first formal negotiations between the farmers
and NIA. These conferences were held in May, June, and Auqust
1981. The May conference was attended by 14 project personnel and
27 rotational-area leaders from all 3 Upper Lalo zones (who each
represerted 1 of the 26 areas in the 3 zones, except 1 who
represented a proposed extension area of Zone I-A RALAT-A-2).

In turn, the two conferences in June separately convened both
rotational-area and ditch leaders of Zones I-A and I-B. The Zone
I-A conference was attended by 28 leaders (who represented over
half the numbar of leaders in the zone) and 16 project personnel;
the Zone I-B conference, by 36 (of the 27) leaders, 8 farmer-
observers, and 12 project personnel. Finally, the first August
conference was attended by 26 rotational-area leaders (oxr 1 from
each of the 26 areas in the 3 Upper Lalo zones) and 14 project
personnel; the second conference, by all the rotational-area
leaders from the 3 zones, 22 ditch leaders, and 13 project
Esrsonnel.

The objectives of these conferences and the activities which
farmers and COs of Zones I-a and I-B undertool prior to, during,
and after the conferences are as follows.



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:98

The May conference aimed to elicit from the rotational-
area leaders their problems concerning system operation
and mairtenance practices and their perceived solutions
to these problems, and to determine ir they approwve of
NIA's plans regarding the organization of farmers into
irrigators' associations and the turnover cf partial
system operation and maintenance responsibilities to
these associations.

Prior to the 22 May conference, Upper Lalo COs met
with other personnel of the farmers' assistance division
of the project to draw up the details of the conference
and conduct a role~playing session among 00s who will
tfacilitate each activity in the program. As soon as the
conference details were worked out, COs informed the
rotational-area leaders in their zone about these. They
also spent time with each leader to discuss his opinions
on NIA's plans.

During the conference held at a restaurant in Iriga
City, C0s acted as facilitators while the leader-partic-
ipants undertook the following tasks. First, they identi-
fied and presented their problems concerning the current
system operation and maintenance in their zone. Four
common problem categories emerged: water distribution,
system maintenance, conflict management, and irrigation
fee collection (see Upper Lalo monthly documentation
report no. 5 for details). Next the leaders proposed
solutions to each group of problems. When asked whether
they themselves could handle system operation and mainte-
nance once their associations were already strong, the
leaders agreed collectively.“a The chief of the farmers'
assistance division afterwards briefly outlined to the
leaders NIA's plans regarding the formation of irrigators'
asgociations and the turnover of partial operation and
mzintenance tasks to these associations. BAmong the tasks
mentioned were the maintenance of canals and facilities
within' an association's zone and the collection of irriga-
tion fees (a part of which the association would retain

*3piscussions during rotational-area meetings point to
farmers' desire to decrease irrigation fees and exercise direct
svpervision over system personnel once thelr associations undertake
partial system operation and maintenance. These may explain why
the leaders readily and positively responded to the query.
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for its fund and another Part to be remitted to Nra).
Following the presentat:or of plans, the leaders were
informed of NIA's intention to conduct in each Upper Lalo
zone in June a two-day, live-in conference involving
zonal leaders. In tr.s regard, the leaders set tentative
dates for thei- respective zonal conferences. They ended
the whole-day conference by assessing what they had
learned from it.

Immediately upon returning to their own areas, the
rotational~areca leaders and COs informed the ditch leaders
about the results of the conference. Zone I-A RAMC-4
leader even called a meeting (26 May) of ditch leaders
for this purpose.

The June conferences intended to draw out the system opera-
tion and maintenance problems common to farmers of a zone
and the rotational-area and ditch leaders’ proposed solution
to thsse problems. Moreover, the conferences aimed to
determine the leaders' reactions to NIA plans and to enable
the leaders to plan for meetings in their respective areas
in order that members may know of and react to these plans.

Two types of activities were undertaken in preparation
for the conferences: the election or appointment of leaders
who would attend the conference, and the holding of a series
of preconference meetings of rotational-area and ditch leaders
and COs so that they could work out the necessary details.
During these meetings, the leaders (1) reviewed the proceedings
of the 26 May confarenre. (2) set the date of the zonal con-
ference, (3) defined the conference objectives, (4) prepared
a program of conference activities with COs providing
information on NIA's proposed activities, and (5) assigned
leaders and COs to handle specific activities.“** fThe leaders

““In one of the Zone I-A preconference meetings, selected
leaders who were accompanied by COs met with two institutional
development consultants to negotiate for a change in confarence
venue, from the NIA regional training center in ILa Trinidad,
Iriga City to the NIA field office in San Francisco, Buhi. The
leaders' preference for the latter site wag prompted by a con-
sideration for proximity. During the negotiation, the advantages
and disadvantages of holding the conference in each site were
discussed. as a result, the leaders conceded that the NIA train-
ing center was a better choice.
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were also informed of the transportation, food, and sleep-
ing arrangements made by NIA."

Zones I-A and I-B leaders hei.d their conferences on
21-22 June and 7-9 June, respectively, at the NIA regional
training center in La Trinidad, Iriga (ity. The major
activities undertaken in both confezrences were as follows.
Initially, the leaders stated their conference objectives
of which the common ones were to determine the problems
besieging their zone, propose corresponding solutions,
and determine the requirements for undertaking partial
system operation and maintenance responsibilities.

Next, the leaders identified and presented the problems
encountered in the zone from 1975 to 1979, their causes,
and solutions. In both zones, they classified the problems
under four categories: (1) water distribution problems,
such as insufficiency or absence of water supply in certain
areas of the system; (2) system maintenance problems, such
as defective, obstructed, and dirty canaX¥s; (3) irrigation
fee problems, such as high rates and payuwents rot adjusted
to the actual size of farm being irrigated; and
(4) conflict management problems, such as lack of coopera-
tion zmong water users and feuds between farmers and ditch-
tenders. In addition, Zone I-~A leaders cited as problem

“SNIa proposed that farmers shoulder part of the expenses.
The farmers' responses to this are as follows. 1In Zone I-A,
RAMC-4 leaders agreed to bring rice. (The expense-sharing issua
was not discussed by other Zone I-A leaders.) In Zone I-B, the
leaders decided against a NIA proposal that each participant give
a B20~contribution which would go to their association's initial
fund. They argued that a deviation from prior arrangement (that
leaders did not have to spend for the conference) would dissuade
many from attending the conference. They agreed, however, to
discugs the counterpart issue once their formal organization was
established.

“6In answer to farmers' complaints about cvercharging of
irrigation fees caused by NIA's inaccurate farm-size measurements,
in March 1982 the project's survey section began a parcellary
mapping or resurvey of farm sizes in all rotational areas of the
documentation zones,.
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NIA's failure to compensate construction lahorers in the
past. 1In discussing the causes of the cited problems,

Zone I-A leaders identified specific reasons while Zone

I-B leaders considered the problems as generally traceable
to NIA and the farmers. Tc solve the problems, Zone I-A
leaders viewed as necessary the organization of farners
into associations while Zone I-B leaders perceived seminars
as means to increase farmers' awareness and participation.

Following the discussions of problems in the zones, the
chief of the farmers' assistance division presented NIA's
Operation and maintenance plans. He urged the leaders to
consider the benefits to them of the plans, for example,
having funds (by collecting irrigation fees for NIA and
earning a portion of the collections) with which to buy
farm inputs at wholesale price, being able to negotiate
with other agencies as a legal entity, and having higher
rice yields owing to improved farmer-managed system. The
head of the irrigators' organization training section sub-
sequently outlined to the leaders NIA's plans regarding
farmers' organization while the head of the water manage-~
ment section then presented the water delivery scheme to be
implemented in Upper Lalo by mid-1982, after the current
rehabilitation works were done.“’ The leaders then grouped
by rotational area and planned their respective area's
public meetings to inform farmers of NIA's plans and deter-
mine if they approved of these. As a final activity, the
leaders cited the benefits they received from the conference,
like being able to present their problems to NIA and learning
tips on leadership and the need for sharing their experiences
with fellow leaders and members.

*7Under this scheme, irrigation would start from the down~
stream area, moving to the upstream area. First to be irrigated
then would be Zone II-A, followed by Zone I-B, and lastly Zone
I-A. Water would flocw simultaneously in the main and lateral
canals, but would be rotated in the main farm ditches. At the
main-farm-ditch level, water would be delivered first to the
tail-end area moving up to the upstream area.
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After the June conferences, the leaders of Zones I-A
and I-B convened their respective planning sessions to
finalize the details of rotational-area meetings. During
the meetings held in Jne, the leaders explained the
objectives of the meeting, NIA's plans for farmers' organ-
ization and system operation and maintenance, and NIA's
proposed water delivery scheme. 1In a majority of the meet-
ings, the leaders also asked their members to bring out the
problems they had encountered since 1975. 1In some instances,
the leaders attempted to classify the problems, analyze
their causes, and suggest solutions (see Upper Lalo monthly
documentation report no. 7 for details)."®

The August conferences were convened to finalize and con-
solidate the farmers' operation and maintenance plans for
Upper Lalo. The first August conference had the following
objectives: (1) to ascertain from the rotational-area and/or
ditch leaders whether or not their members approve of NIA's
plans, (2) to enable the leaders to draw up a preliminary
list of terms for handling partial operation and maintenance
tasks in their zone, and (3) to allow the leaders to plan
for the first Upper Lalo farmers' convention during which
the farmers' terms will be presented formally to NIA. This
conference was convened on 10 August at the NIA regional
training center. The whole-day activity started with a
listing and discussion of the leaders' expectations from the
conference. 1Two major expectations emerged: to draw up plans
for the first Upper Lalo farmers' convention and to share
with each other the results of their July meetings with
members.

Next a leader and a CO presented the farmers' and
NIA's objectives for the conference. This was followed by
a session during which the lecaders, who were grouped by
zone, wrote down their members' reactions to NIA's organi-
zational plan, water delivery scheme, and plan to delegate
system operation and maintenance tasks to them. The results
reported by the leaders showed the following. 1In Zone I-A,

*8ror their whole-day meetings, five Zone I-A rotational
areas each formed a food committee comprising of the rotational-
area and ditch leaders. All committees were functional.
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between 60 and B85 percent of members were in favor of the
plans; in Zone I-B, almost all members were in favor; and
in Zone II-A, all members were in favor (see Table A14).
Some of the reasons why a small percentage of members in
Zones I-A and I-B were not in favor of the plans were:
desire to test a plan's effectiveness prior to its adoption,
lack of understanding, apathy, and belief that a plan

would place an additional burden on farmers.

After the session, the leaders again grouped by zone
and listed the.r terms for assuming partial system operation
and maintenance responsibilities which would be presented
in the convention. They were told that once farmers and
NIA had agreed on the terms, the associations would be
formally registered with SEC and a contract for partial
turnover would be signed by both parties. Zone I-A leaders
listed four conditions; Zone I-B leaders, five; 3 nd Zone
I1-A leaders, seven. Following the presentation of these
terms, the leaders were asked to provide justifications for
each. In this regard, they expressed the need to consult
their members. The project manager suggested that they
review the Lalo River system's past .. :penditures or consult
knowledgeable persons before finalizing their terms.

Finally, the leaders planned for the convention to be
held in September 1981. They voted on its date, time, and
venue. They agreed that farmers themselves should shoulder
transportation and food expenses. They were told that
various committees need to be formed for the affair, with
NIA shouldering the committees' expenses. It was also agreed
that one of the leader and the chief of the farmers' assist-
ance division of the project office would make arrangenments
to hold the convention at the Buhi Church.

The second conference was convened for the purpose of
consolidating the three Upper Lalo zones' lists of terms
and justifications for assuming partial operation and mainte-
hance responsibilities which would be presented in the
September convention. The conference took place at the NIA
field office in San Francisco on 24 August. During this
conference, the leaders grouped by zone and listed the terms
and justifications for assuming system operation and mainte-
nance tasks. These were then presented to and discussed by
the body. A Zone I-A CO consolidated the three zones' lists,
resulting 1n a total of 10 items. (Shortly before the conven-
tion, farmer-leaders reviewed the summarized terms and
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conditions and reduced the list to 9 items.) During the
conference, the leaders also chose two spokesmen per zone

who would present the terms and justifications during the
convention. Zone I-A leaders made their selection while

Zones I-B and II-A deferred it. (Selection was made during
their subsequent planning sessions.) Zone I-A leaders planned
to disseminate information about the convention by conducting
a general assembly; Zone I-B leaders, by individual consulta-
tions or groundwork; and Zone II-A leaders, by convening rota-
tional-area meetings. Before adjournment, COs presented the
program of activities for the convention and the setup of
commit“ees for this affair.

As planned, by late August Zone I-A leaders held a
zonal general assembly while Zone I-B leaders convened
rotational-area meetings to inform farmers of the arrange-
ments for the convention.

First contract negotiations. Initial negotiations between
Upper Lalo farmers and NIA on the farmers' terms for accepting
partial system uperation and maintenance tasks were planned to take
place during the 4 September convention. Preparations for this
convention were made in the leaders' conferences and sessions with
COs in August. In addition, the leaders formed into seven committees:
steering, transportation, uniform and streamers, sound system, food
and snacks, registration, and stage and hall preparation. These
committees drew their membership from all three Upper Lalo zones;
they took charge of various preparations (see Table Al15).

The convention was attended by 888 farmers from the three
Upper Lalo zones (about 80 percent of the total membership), the
project manager, the chief of the farmers' assistance division, 2
institutional developmen'. consultants, the Upper and lLower Lalo COs'
supervisors, 15 Upper and Lower Lalo COs, other NIA personnel, some
guests, and 5 farmer-observers from Lower Lalo. The scheduled
program of activities for the convention was followed, except the
part where fafmer—representatives were to present to the NIA
assistant administrator for operations the farmers' terms and justi-
fications, and this official was to respond to the presentation.*?®

“S1nis presentation was postponed because the NIA official's
arrival was delayed. The plane he took was unable to land at the
Pili airport. Upon his arrival on the following day, a meeting was
arranged between him and the Upper Lalo leaders. The Lower Lalo
COs' supervisor assisted in gathering the leaders for the meeting.


http:presentation.49

Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:105

The presentation of the farmers' terms took place during the
5 September meeting between 67 Upper Lalo leaders (4 from Zone I-A,
23 from Zone I-B, and 40 from Zone II-A) and the NIA official.
Their meeting was also attended by the project manager and 12 other
NIA project personrnel. In +lLis weeting, & FrEViously-selected
leader-representative presented to the NIA official the Upper Lalo
farmers' terms and justifications. Of the nine terms given (see
Table A16), two were accepted by the NIA official; the rest were
left out for subsequent negotiations between NIA and the farmers
(see discussions on the second contract negotiations).

The results of the meeting wer2 disseminated to farmers in
the documentation zones by leaders and Cos during their groundwork
in September and October and during rotational-area meetings convened
in November and December 19817, in January 1982, Zones I-A and I-B
leaders were informed that each zone should formulate its own terms.
This task was undertaken until February by zonal leaders and members.

In Zone I-A, the zonal Jificers met on 20 January to discuss,
arong other matters, the worth of drafting a zone-specific set of
terms when they had yet to be informed of NIA's final decision on the
first set (Upper Lalo farmers'). Thus after the meeting, the
association president inquired about this matter at the project
office. When the board of directors met on 26 January, he reported
that his inquiries yielded the following information: (1) the Upper
Lalo farmers' terms were still being negotiated at the NIA central
office, (2) the zonal farmers' terms had to be prepared prior to
negotiations for turning over partial system operation and maintenance
to the association, and (3) the association should have the zonal
list of terms ready for discussion with the NIA assistant adminis-
trator for operations during his visit to the area. The board sub-
sequently prepared six conditions and their justifications for
the zone.

On 9 and 12 February, the board discussed its terms with the
chief of the farmers' assistance division and an institutional
development consultant. These sessions led to the deletion of one
condition (that NIA shall formally turnover the system to the
association) and rewording of another.®? The board (through its

*OThe chief of the farmers' assistance division told the Zone
I-A association board that formal turnover of a system to an
association was currently practiced only in communal irrigation
projects and that the association receiving the system was bound *“o
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representatives from different areas of the zone) then presented
its list of five terms to members during rotational-area meetings
convened in February in Zone I-A. In these meetings, a majority
of the members approved the terms (see discussions on second
contract negotiations).

In Zone I-B, on the other hand, the board of directors agreed
in its 16 January meeting to solicit members' suggestions on condi-
tions for accepting partial operation and maintenance tasks during
rotational-area mectings. The rotational-area leaders explained
during these meetings that the members' suggestions would be
consolidated by all rotational-area leaders and finalized by the
board. 1In early February, the rotational-area leaders relayed to
the board a total of 13 suggested terms (the results of their
consolidation efforts). On 6 February, the board presented these
suyyested conditions to the other zonal officers and leaders. The
latter delegated to the board the task of finalizing the conditions.

Thus on 19 February, the board discussed and finalized the
zone's terms. During their discussions, the board retained or
revised (for example, related conditions were combined into one)
a term and provided justifications for it. After a whole-day
session, 12 terms were finalized.

Second contract negotiations. The second round of negotia-
tions, which was held in March 1982, involved separate meetings
between individual zonal associations and NIA. In the documentation
zones, these negotiations occurred in a conference involving the
association concerned and the NIA assistant administrator for opera-
tions. During the conference, the association presented its zonal
terms for accepting partial system operation and maintenance
responsibilities while the NIA official responded to these terms.

amortize its cost. This condition, therefore, could not be approved
yet by NIA. The institutional development consultant similarly
explained why system turnover to an association in a national system
was not possible yet. He also suggested that farmers use "exemption"
instead of "amnesty" when they request NIA to excuse farmers who had
valid reasons for not paying their overdue irrigation fees.
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In Zone I-A, the negotiation conference between the Buhi Upper
Lalo Farmer-Irrigators' Association, Inc. (BULFIA) and NIA took place
on 13 March at the NIA field office in San Francisco, Buhi, BULFIA
was represented by the association president; NIA, by the assistant
administrator for operations. The whole-day conference was also
attended by 85 farmers (around 26 percent of the zone membership),
the project minager, the regional irrigation director, 8 other NIA
pexsonnel, 4 CUs, the Buhi municipal vice-mayor, and the municipal
secretary. The association secretary served as master of Ceremonies,

During the contract negotiation, five zaral officers took
turns in reading the association's terms which could be divided
into the following categories: association's duties and obligations,
NIA's obligations, and general conditions. To each term presented,
the assistant administrator gave his response.

The conditions set by the association regarding its roles
and obligations, and the NIA assistant administrator's responses
are as follows.

1. The association will manage water dist¥ibution in the
rotational areas covered by Zone I-A from the main or
lateral canals down to the farm and drainage ditches.

NIA's response: Approved.

2. The association will assume the maintenance of terminal
facilities within the zone, including cleaning the main
and lateval canals and farm ditches to remove weeds and
dirt that obstruct the normal flow of water.

NIA's response: Approved.

3. The association will repair damages, not extending
beyond 3 meters, to the main and lateral canals. It
will also repair damages to minor structures along the
canals and ditches.

NIA's response: The extent of damages to be repaired by
the association will depend on the amount of its share
in the service fee collections which will determine the
association's financial capability to shoulder repair
costs. NIA and the association will define the sharing
of repair responsibilities in future negotiations.
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The association shall collect the past-due accounts from
farmers who have no valid reason for not paying their
overdue fees., For this, the association will receive

15 percent of the collections. NIA, however, shall not
impose fines or peralties on delinquent accounts. More-
over, NIA shall exempt farmers who have valid reasons
for not paying their overdue irrigation fees.

NIA's response: NIA agrees to pay the association a com-
mission on its overdue-acccant collections. The proposed
15-percent commission and the removal of fines and penal-
ties will have to be referred to NIA's board of directors.
At present, NIA only allows a 5-percent commission. ©n

the exemption being sought for some overdue accounts, the
assistant administrator stated that NIA and the association
must draw the criteria governing fee exemptions.

The association will resolve conflicts which may arise in
the course of system operations (for example, water dis-
tribution, collection of irrigation fees, maintenance of
facilities) and those which are internal to the association.

NI/'s_response: Approved.

The amount which the association shall pay to NIA as
irrigation fees shall remain fixed. This amount shall be
remitted to NIA annually by the assc.ciation.

NIA's response: This would be allowed only if the
system were fully turned over to the association.

The association shall pay NIA one cavan of palay per
hectare per year: one~half cavan of palay each in the
dry and the wet season.

NIA's response: There is a government regulation governing
irrigation fees which NIA cannot bypass. If the association
were to amortize the system-construction cost (as communal
irrigators' associations are doing) , the minimum fee per
hectare per year has been established at 1.5 cavans. The
association's proposed 1-cavan irrigation fee cannot be
considered by NIA. Moreover, if the association desires

to pay only 1.5 cavans per hectare per year, then the
association will have to decide whether it wants complete
system turnover or partial system management responsibil-~
ities.
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8. The association will handle the operation and maintenance
of system facilities within the zone.

NIA's response: Some positions handled by NIA personnel
(for example, irrigation superintendent, cashier, technical
staff) are beycnd the capability of farme:rs to assume at
present. However, functions which can be handled by
farmers shall be assigned to them. .

9. Farmers who have donated rights of way for the construction
of main and lateral canals, farm ditches, and access roads
shall pay only half of the irrigation fee requirements.

NIA's response: NIA cannot agree to this condition. NIA
will only pay affected farmers who hold Torrens Title to
their lands and the payment will depend on the Provincial
Appraisal Committee's assessment of ROW damages to the
lands. NIA cannot make ROW compensation to farmers with
free-patent land titles because the Bureau of Land
stipulates that farmers with free-gatent titled land
cannot be paid for rights of way.5

Zone I-A association also presented the following concitions
concerning NIA's roles and obligations.

1. NIA will assume the repair of more than 3-meter long
damages to the main and lateral canals and to those on
major system structures.

NIA's response: The extent of damages to be-repaired by
the association will depend on the experience which the
association will gain during the joint system operation
period.

2. NIA will provide technical assistance to the association,

*1The Buhi municipal secretary, who was present during the con-
ferenc2, clarified the issue of free-patent land titles. He said
that such title only gives a farmer the right to "possess" but not
to "own" the land. Free-patent titled lands are "given freely" by
the government; thus, if these lands were to be improved by the
government, the "possessor" of the land has no right to ask for com-
pensation. Moreover, free-patent titled lands are still deemed to
be government property.
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NIA's response: NIA acknowledges that the association
needs technical assistance. NIA will therefore extend
the required technical support to the farmers.

NIA shall provide Zone I-A with sufficient water (to be
distributed or allocated) from the dam to the zone's
main and lateral canals.

NIA's response: Approved.

NIA will assist or support the association in resolving
conflicts which may arise during system operation and
maintenance.

NIA's response: Approved.

NIA reserves the right to ask reports from the association
concerning system operation and maintenance.

NIA's response: Approved. NIA has the authority to
review the asscciation's records, particularly its
financial records, to prevent malversation of funds and
to ensure the association's financial stability.

association also gave the following general terms.

The agssociation shall be given a two-month grace period

after harvest (closest to the agreed date of remittance)
to remit the irrigation fee collections to NIA's collector.

NIA's response: This condition can only be stipulated by
the association if it decides to opt for complete turnover
of the system. At present, NIA has policies specifying
collection months.

The association shall ensure satisfactory operation and
maintenance of terminal facilities.

NIA's response: Approvegd

The association shall immediately inform NIA of major
damages suffered by the main and lateral canals and
system structures.

NIA's response: Approved.
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4. The association shall inform NIA about nonfunctional
Structures and steel gates.

NIA's respcnse: /Ipproved.

An open forum followed the presentation and discussion of
terms. During this part of the program, tie assistant administrator
gave the following explanations on the difference between turnover
and delegation of the system to the association. Complete system
turnover implies that NIA will phase out all its system personnel
and will hand over to the association all operation and maintenance
responsibilities. This turnover, however, will only be possible if
the three zonal associations in the Lalo River system are federated.
On the other hang, delegation of system operations denotes that NIA
and the association will jointly manage the system and with each one
preparing its own coerations budget. Under this joint management,
the excess of fee collections over operational expenditures will
be divided equally between NIA and the association. If collections
fall shert of expenditures, the deficit will be charged against the
following year's budget. During the joint-management period, NIA
and the association need to agree on the number of system personnel
to be empioyed by NIA and by the association.

In Zone I-B, the negotiation conference between the Upper Lalo
River Irrzgzzsrs' Beneficlary Association, Inc. (ULRIBA) and NIA took
place on 12 March at the San Isidro Chapel in San Isidro, Buhi. It
was attended by 155 farmers (about 54 percent of the zone membership).
The NIA officials who came to Lhe conference included the assistant
administrator for operations, the regional irrigation directer, and
the project manager. The activity lasted four hours. The associa-
tion secretary acted as master of ceremonies,

In this conference, the association president presented the
association's 12 terms for accepting partial system operation and
maintenance tasks along with their corresponding justifications.
The association's terms and the assistant administrator's responses
are as follows.

1. The association will manage the allocation of water to
the rotational areas starting from the main or lateral
canals of the zone. It will also be responsible for
distributing water from the turnout down to the farm
ditches. The association will adopt the water aistribution
scheme which is currently being implemented in the zone.
The main canal must have a continuous flow of water, but
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water will be provided to the rotational areas on a
rotation basis to ensure that each area gets
sufficient water supply.

NIA's response: Approved.

2. The association will maintain the cleanliness of the
main and lateral canals, and will remove obstructions
(such as weeds or dirt) to the flow of water. For
this task, NIA must give the association a grasscutter.

NIA's response: Approved except for the association's
request for a grasscutter. The assistant administrator
said that NIA's experience revealed that grasscutters
were not efficient for cleaning canals. They could also
be dangerous when canals are deep and a grasscutter
could not be positianed correctly. Grasscutters, he
continued, can be used on access roads but not on canals.
Moreover, grasscutters consume fuel which has become
very costly and the use of fuel-using equipment con-
tradicts the government's energy conservation program.

3. Repairs of main or lateral canals, supplementary and
internal farm ditches, and minor structures will be
assumed by the association as long as the cost of
repairs will not exceed 5 percent of the association's
share in the irrigation fee collections. Otherwise,
NIA will assume the repair of the canals and/or
structures.

NIA's response: The association should decide whether
it prefers total system turnover (as in communal
projects) over partial system management. The associa-
tion will assume repairs of minor and major structures
only if it decides in favor of total turnover of the
system to the agsociation.

>2The board contended that the association still did not
have sufficient funds to assume major repairs of system facili-
ties. The association, however, would immediately report to NIA
major destructions on main and lateral canals and canal structures
as well as nonfunctional structures.
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4. The association will only handle the collection of
irrigation service fees due within the period of its
management., NIA will handle the collection of past-
due accounts prior to the gartial turnover of system
operation and maintenance. >’

NIA's response: Approved. As regards collection of
past-due accounts, the assistant administrator encouraged
the association to collect overdue accounts whenever it
can and NIA will give the association a share in the
collections.

5. The asscciation will give NIA 1.5 cavans of Ealay per
hectare per year as irrigation service fee.® The
association treasurer will remit the irrigation fee
collections once a ¥ear (that is, 20 days before the
end of each year).S . In times of calamities, affected
farmers will be exempted from paying irrigation fees to
the association. 1In turn, the association will pro-
portionately reduce its remittance to NIA.

NIA's response: The association will have to decide
whether it wants total or partial system turnover.

The 3.5:1.5 sharing ratio can only be accepted if the
association desires to pay NIA the system constiuction

S3the board argued that the association should not be held
responsible for unpaid accounts due before the formation of the
association. The board also pointed out that many farmers had
complaints about poor service from NIA. Moreover, many of the
farmers with overdue accounts had no canals or ditches leading to
their farm; a number of them constructed farm ditches without
receiving payment from NIA,

S*The board claimed that the association could afford to pay
only 1.5 cavans per hectare per year because it would have to pay
the association's watermasters, ditchtenders, and other operation
and maintenance personnel.

>5The board justified this term by argquing that farmers
usually paid their irrigation fees only after the harvest of their
second palay crop.
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cost within a period of 50 years and this implies com-
plete system turnover as in communal projects. The
assistant administrator also objected to the suggested
yearly remittance of irrigation fees. He 'proposed that
fees be collected after every harvest to avoid accumula-
tion of debts and problems of handling collections for

a long period. 1In connection with fee payments in times
of calamities, ite agreed to defer the collection of fees
until the next harvest. Thus fee obligations incurred
during the period of calamity will not be dropped; they
will be assumed as an additional obligation for the
following crop season.

6. Expenses related to training sessions.or seminars for
leaders which will be given before the association
contracts partial system operation. and maintenance shali
be shouldered by NIA.>®

NIA's response: Approved.

7. 1f possible, NIA should extend financial assistance to
the association during its initial operations and until
the association has built enough capital from irrigatioen
fee collections. Otherwise, NIA should help the associa-
tion generate funds or capital. NIA should also provide
the association technical assistance in the operation
and maintenance of the system.

NIA's response: Approved.

8. NIA shall provide the association with a service vehicle
which will be used during canal inspections, fee collec-
tions, and the like.

NIA's response: Approved. NIA can help the association
find means to secure their requested service vehicle.

38mhe board explained that the association would not have any
capital when NIA conducts these training sessions or seminars.
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9. NIA shall complete the following construction works prior
to the association's partial system operation and mainte-~
nance: (a) remaining terminal facilities and system
structures, (b) lining of lateral canals in RALAT-B,
RALAT-E-1, and RALAT-E-2, and (c) association's office.

NIA's response: Approved.

10. The association will resolve conflicts that may arise
among its members dve to water distribution or allocation,
management of the association, and other internal
conflicts.

NIA's response: Approved.

11. The officers of the association can ask N1A to assist in
the resolution of major problems.

NIA's response: Approved.

12. NIA shall refund farmers of excess payment resulting from
previous inaccurate measurement of farm sizes if such
inaccuracies would be proven by the resurvey being con-
ducted by the project office.

NiA's response: Excess payments made by farmers as a
result of inaccurate wmeasaiement of their farm lots
will not be refunded by NIA. Instead, these excess
payments will be deducted from the farmers' future fee
payments. Farmers who had underpaid because, their

farm size had been underreported will not be asked to
make additional payments to NIA. Farmers' underpayment,
the assistant administrator said, was not the farmers'
fault but NIA's.

A Summary of Project Activities

The January 1981 to March 1982 documentation research in
Upper Lalo covered two complete project stages--preconstruction
and construction--and the preparations for implementing system
operation and maintenance. In each of these stages, activities
may be classified into organizing and technical tasks. Organizing
activities began with COs' integration with the communities in their
assigned zones. Organizing efforts had two general objectives:
to mobilize farmers for participation in technical activities, and
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to organize farmers from the rotational-area level until formation
of farmers in a zone into irrigators' associations.

The key technical tasks which involved farmers were as
follows: reviewing the designs and locating terminal facilities
(January through December 1981); securing rights of way for the
TS-farmer agreed ditch routes (February 1981 until February 1982);
surveying and staking out of ditch lines (February through December
1981) ; constructing terminal facilities, with farmers participating
either as hired laborers under takay arrangement (March through
September 1981 for ditch construction) ar as contractors of works
under pacquiao (October 1981 through February 1982).

As documentation research activities ended in March 1982,
zonal irrigators' associations, which were organized in December
1981, were preparing for system operation and maintenance. Their
initial negotiation efforts with NIA during the month served as
the farmers' first test as an irrigators' association and con-
stituted a step closer to directly involving farmers in the
management of their irrigation system.



III. PROJECT ACTIVITIES IN LOWER LALO

This chapter discusses the activities which took place between late
November 1980 and March 1982 in the documentation zones (III-B and
IV-A) in the lower Lalo area. During this period, the communi ty
organizers made their entry into the area, began organizing irri-
vators' associations, and helped farmers participate in determining
th.e layout of the irrigation canals to be constructed. The tech-
nical staft conducted topographical surveys and, in coordination
with farmers, prepared the layout of the canals and the design of
the structures to be built.

Preconstruction Organizing Activities

Community organizers arrived at the project area in November
19¢£0. Their initial goal was to become acquainted with the people
in the area. Gradually they identified the potential leaders who
could help in developing strong irrigators' associations. One or
two COs were assigned to cover a zone. They did not, however,
lmmediately form an organization at the zone level. Rather, they
Started with much smaller groups of farmers, developed a high ratio
of leaders to farmers, and gradually attempted to integrate these
smaller groups into a zonal association. The first problem COs
encountered in following this strategy was defining the boundaries
of the smaller groups. Once the irrigation system was developed,
it was expected that these groups would be comprised of farmers
whose farms fell within a particular rotational area, or those who
received their water from a particular turnout on a main canal or
a lateral. But because the plans for the boundaries of these
rotational areas had nuc been made yer, COs grouped farmers
arbitrarily using various procedures.

Zone IIi-B CO clustered farmers according to the location of
their fields vis-a-vis the existing (but nonfunctional) lateral
canal. These farmers' groups were known as "subgroups." In Zone
I1v=-A, C0s initially grouped farmers according to the sitio where
they resided. " (Os discovered later that some ricelands in the

>’sitio are small settlements within a barangay, the country's
basic political-administrative units. a sitio in the documentation
zones generally consists of 30 to 45 households.

117
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sitio were tilled by farmers who resided outside the sitio while a
number of its residents farmed in other sitios. Moreover, they
realized that farmers were more likely to participate in determining
the canal layout which would affect their farms. Consequently, COs
redefined their sitio groups to consist of cultivators of farms
found in the sitio.

When the project office released the paper location of canals
for Zones III-B and IV-A in late March 1981, COs began to reclassify
farmers according to the location of their fields with respect to a
proposed turnout. Because a turnout was designed to serve a specific
rotational ‘area, farmers were then grouped by rotational areas.

These units became the basis of COs' subsequent organizing work.

Integrating with the
communi ties

Upon their deployment to a zone, C0s began to perform the
following tasks: (1) calling on barangay officials and other re-
cognized community leaders, and inviting them to serve as COs'
"contact persons” in the area, (2) conducting house-to-house visits,
and (3) attending village social functions (such as baptismal
parties, weddings, wakes, and anniversaries) to which they were
invited.

COs performed their initial tasks with the objective of
(1) establishing rapport with the residents of the area, (2) famil-
iarizing themselves with the local situation, and (3) drawing up
a list of potential water users. During their visits with farmers,
(0s discussed the NIA project and the problems in the community.
They focused on these topics during their initial home visits because
at that time farmers were generally skeptical toward government
projects and were unfamiliar with community organizing work.3®

%At the time COs began organizing work in the documentation
zones, a number of farmers had been disillusioned over past NIA
development efforts. They pointed out that canals constructed by
NIA in mid-1970 had reduced their farm sizes but had failed to
deliver water to their farms. As regards COs' presence in the
area, COs were oftent. .25 mistaken as either social workers or
engineers.
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After about two or three weeks of integrating with the
community, COs embarked on post-integration tasks which included:
(1) getting better acquainted with the farmers, (2) establishing
the boundaries of the farmers' grouping, (3) determining the
farmers who tilled land within the identified boundaries,

(4) searching for possible farmer-leaders, and (5) preparing for
the first assembly of potential water users in a particular
section of a zone.

Conducting groundwork
with farmers

During their stay in the area, COs continuously engaged in
groundwork activities. These initially involved home visits to
farmers during which COs provided information on the project and
emphasized farmers' participation in activities which would be
undertaken soon in their area. Farmers, in turn, asked questions
about the project and €Os' activities; they articulated their
ideas, opinions, and sentiments about the pr<ject and NIA (for a
detailed description of these exchanges, see Illo and Felix 1981:
30-31). In subsequent months, COs continued to visit farmers in
their homes. They also sought out farmers in the fields and in
places where farmers usually congregate, as in sari-sari (variety)
stores, palitada (palay-drying area), rice mills, and road
junctions. Through informal conversations with one or several
farmers, COs tried to raise issues about what needed to be done in
the locality and encouraged farmers to take action. COs persisted
until farmers realized that the NIA project addressed their
concerns and that an initial action toward resolving their problems
would be to convene a meeting so that they could plan and decide
on how to resolve these through their participation in the project.

The package of information which COs shared with farmers
during their groundwork varied depending on the period when COs
undertook groundwork activities in an area. The following descrip-
tion of COs' groundwork reveals the tyre of information imparted
during the aétivity.

Before April 1981. Until the end of March 1981, CoOs
focused on disseminating general project information which
included the total area coverage of the proposed Lower
Lalo system and its water sources. COs also explained that
farmers were expect=d to participate in the design, con-
struction, and operu.tion and maintenance of the system.
Moreover, they emphasized that the COs' role in the project




Ille and chiong-Javier 1983:120

was to prepare farmers for participation in project activi-
ties and in organizing themselves into irrigators' associa-
tions. Whenever farmers asked questions pertaining to
location of canals, right of way, and construction arrange-
ments, COs encouraged them to raise these matters during
the farmers' meeting with TS.

After Marcin 1981. with the availability of the TS'
paper location of canal lines, COs e»gzanded the scope of
their groundwork by eliciting farmers' reactions to the
proposed canal lines. (Os exhorted the farmers to organize
themselves into working committees and to start preparing
their suggested location of canal and ditch lines. When
construction surveys were started in the area, COs urged
farmers to convene a meeting as soon as possible so that
they could plan their participation in the activities.

Generally, COs found the farmers receptive to the partic-
ipatory approach which NIA was employing in the development of
the Lower Lalo system. At the same time, however, some farmers
initially balked at the proposal that they undertake tasks (like
preparing their area's spot map and paper location of the canal
and ditch lines to be constructed in their area) which they
believed were TS' job and/or would be better left for TS to do.
Further explanations by COs and leaders convinced these reluctarnt
farmers that when they prepare their own sketch of their suggested
location of canals and ditches, they would be better equipped to
negotiate with TS regarding the canals and ditches which would be
constructed in their areu.

During the early months of COs' work, some farmers also
rejected COs' organizational efforts and demanded that water be
delivered to their farms first. However, when COs said that NIA
would not construct the system unless the farmers become organized,
these farmers indicated, albeit with reluctar.ce, that they would
join the proposed irrigators' association. Lakewise, some of the
farmers whom COs approached to assume leadership in their area
declined the responsibility; they wisied to remain followers and
to leave the management tasks to their traditional leaders (such
as barangay officials). And while a few were convinced to serve
as temporary farmer-leaders, a majority of those who declined stood
their ground and requested CUs to consider those who had previously
assumed leadership positions in their community. Although COs
continued to be faced with this prablem in subsequent months, they
also were able to draw more farmers to take on leadership roles.
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By the time COs were working in three or four areas, farmer-leaders
in the areas which they earlier covered gradually assumed the task
of mobilizing farmers to participate in ongoing project activities.

Preparing and validating
farmers' lists

Upon their entry in an area, COs acquired an initial list of
farmers from barangay officials or other farmer-leaders. They
then expanded this list by integrating data from the Bureau of
Lands' parcellary map of the area. While doing the rounds of the
rotational area, (Os also began compiling their list of potential
water users which they checked against the available farmers' lists.
Beginning April 1981, the preparation of the list of potential
water users was facilitated by the availability of the TS' paper
location of canal lines. The preliminary canal layout helped
COs establish the boundaries of rotational areas; it also gquided
them in drawing up a list of farmers whose lands would be served
by a common turnout.

As the lists of farmers were drawn up, COs and farmer-
leaders also sought to confirm these. Their goal was to have a
list of farmers who were expected to benefit from a common turnout
and who could, therefore, be encouraged to participate in the
design of the rotational area's canal layout and in the construc-
tion of canals and terminal facilities. Moreover, the validated
rotational-area farmers' lists would provide the bases for the
initial membership list of the prospective zanal irrigators'
associations.

Until March 1981, COs prepared and validated the farmers'
list themselves because no farmer-leaders had been sufficiently
mobilized by COs for these tasks. The validation of the lists took
place during COs' home visits. During their meeting with the
farmer and/or his spouse, COs elicited the following information:
(1) whether the person listed was a resident of the zone, (2) size
of his farm (owned and/or cultivated) within the zone, (3) his
tenure status, and (4) names of farmers tilling the fields adjacent
to his farm.

Beginning April 1981, farmer-leaders became committed enough
to assist COs in the preparation and validation of farmers' lists,
The leaders' involvement in these tasks, however, varied in degree.
Between April and June 1981, Zone IV-A COs validated the list for
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one- rotational area while they were conducting home visits; the
leaders, particularly those preparing the spot map, provided COs
with requested information (such as present cultivators of certain
farm lots, tenure status of some rice cultivators, 'and whether

or not a cartain peraon tilled a farm in the rotational area).

In another rotational area, leaders actively helped COs validate
the list for their area by personally checking the information
ccatained in COs' initial list with farmers whom they interviewed
during their spot-map preparation.

From July 1981 onwards, farmer-leaders in almost all rotational
areas of the documentation zones undertyok the validation of farmers'
lists during their walk-through and preparation of the area's spot.
map. These leaders checked the initial list with the names of
cultivators of farm lots which were included in the spot map. In
at least three areas, leaders revalidated the lists for any of
the following reasons: the original spot map (on which the vali-
dated list was based) reflected only the farms cultivated by
farmers who were residing in the rotational area, thus leaving out
those tilled by people who lived outside the area; some farmers
who were tilling several parcels within the area were listed more
than once; and/or a section was added to the original area coveraga.ss

Validating farmers' lists progressed at varying paces in
different areas (see Table A17). Between April and July 1981, only
one or two lists were fully validated. 1In August (in Zone III-B)
or September (in Zone IV-A), at least five lists had been confirmed,
after which one or two lists were validated every month. By end
of March 1982, 10 of the 13 Zone III-B areas and 10 of the 11 Zone
IV-A areas had completed the validation of farmers' lists.®?® In
almost all areas, the number of farmers indicated in the validated

SdFor instance, when RALAT-K-3 farmer-leaders revalidated
the farmers' list in December 1981, the final list contained 60
farmers, or 10 names less than the earlier list. In another area
(RALAT-L-8) , about 34 names were added after the farmer-leaders
included cultivators who had farms in the area but who lived
outside the rotational area.

$%1n some areas, COs could not readily draw up a preliminary
list of farmers because the tillers of the lands in the area
resided in a different village or town which was far from the
rotational area. For RALAT-L-4, for instance, Zone IV-A Q0-1
postponed this activity and further organizing work (which were
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lists differed from that in the original lists (see Table A18).

In a number of cases, the validation process brought about the
identification of farmers whose ricelands were in the area but

who lived in a different rotational area, barangay, or municipality.
Names of these farmers had been inadvertently omitted by the
residents of an area when they provided the initial list of farmess.

As of end of March 1982, two COs together covered a zone of
more than 300 hectares, with 11 to 13 rotational aress each cover-
ing about 26 hectares. After more than a vear of list preparation
and validation, COs listed about 40 and 53 farmers per rotational
area in Zones III-B and IV-a, respectively (see Table 7).

Identifying farmer-leaders

At the outset of their work in the area, COs strove to
identify farmer-leaders who were willing to invest time and effort
in organizing farmers, and in mobilizing other farmers for project
activities. Because COs did not know who the leaders would be,
they made initial contact with incumbent barangay and other local
leaders. As COs became familiar with the people of the area, they
identified additional potential leaders whom they then encouraged
to take on certain tasks. COs constantly assessed these contact
leaders' acceptability to other farmers and their ability to take
on responsibility. COs hoped that as their leadership capability
gradually developed, the farmer-ieaders would be able to assume
more and more responsibility for planning activities, calling and
holding meetings, and getting farmers to participate in project
activities,

Selecting initial contacts and potential leaders. During
COs' first visit with barangay officials residing in the area,
they invariably asked the officials to serve as their initial
contacts. COs also invited other residents associated with barangay
projects or organizations to serve as their contact persons in
the area. Thus between January 1981 and March 1981, at least 7 of
the 30 initial contact persons of COs in Zones III-B and IV-A

started in September) for October ac which time a majority of
farmers were in their fields for the harvest of their crop.

In small-sized areas (like RALAT-K-SP-2), a final list of farmers
was easily prepared.
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Table 7. Selected information on lLower Lalo documentation zones:
31 March 1982

Item Zone III-B Zone IV-A
Total size of the zone (in ha.) 321 302
Estimated number of farmers in

the zone? 459 533
Number of rotational areas 13 11
Average size of rotatiocnal

areas (in ha.) 25 27
Average number of farmers in a

rotational area _ 40 53
Number of COs assigned to the zone 2 2

%ha estimate refers to the number of farmers based on the
validated farmers' lists for the zone as of end of March 1982,
It does not include one rotational area which had no farmers'
list as of end of March 1982.

were barangay officials; the remaining 235 were chosen by (Os on
the bases of their articulateness and/or other farmers' recommen-
dations (see Tllo and Felix 1981:36-38) . &1

After the release of TS' preliminary paper location of canals
in April 1981 and the subsequent restructuring of Lower Lalo zones
in July 1981 and February 1982, COs began organizing two types of
areas: those which had not yet been organized, and those which had
been organized previously but had to be reorganized to fit the
paper location of canals. 1In areas of the first type, the COs'
initial contacts were individuals who were referred by other Cos
or those whom COs found to be in frequent contact with other
farmers. A majority of these initial contacts were not barangay
officials but' they were generally recognized to be more economically

®11n zone IV-A, at least four of the C0s' first contacts
were barangay officials. One was a sitio leader for the barangay
nutrition program, another was a barangay tanod {guard), while the
other two we.e a secretary and a member of the barangay council.
In Zone III-B, at least three of the COs' initial contacts were
also barangay officials.
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stable than most farmers. In areas to be reorganized, COs tapped
the most interested and the most active of the leaders earlier
selected by COs and/or farmers.

In the course of their organizing work in an area, COs
continuously evaluated the potential leaders whom they and/or
the farmers had identirfied. They interviewed other farmers about
the leadership potentials of those ¢cnsidered as probable farmer-
leaders. Moreover, COs conducted a series of follow-up meetings
with each contact leader so that they could further assess this
person's leadership abilities. During these sessions, COs dis-
cussed with the potential leaders the NiA project and farmers'
involvement in it. (og encourayed them to help with such
activities as listing and validating farmers of the area, and
discussing the project with other farmers. Subsequently, COs
evaluated the potential leaders' participation in groundwork
and mobilization activities. (Os then focused on the most active
individuals and encouraged them to plan for an initial farmers'®
meeting, to invite other farmers to the sessicn, and to conduct
the meeting.

Identifying functional leaders. The agenda of the first
farmers' meeting in a rotational area generally included explana-
tions of the key activities to be undertaken in the near future
and organizing committees to perform them. The wost common
comrni ttees created in the documentation zones were those on
membership, spot map, and right of way.°2 Two ocher committees
which were organized in about half of the areas in Zoaes III-E
and IV-A were for survey and walk-through (for details, sce
Table A19).

COs and their contact leaders presented the committees'
functions, as follows: membarship, to validate the farmers' list
for the area (ancd, in some cases, to conduct notification campaigns
for farmers' meetings); spot map, to prepare a rough sketch of the

*21wo areas created only the membership and ROW coumittees
because the area's spot map had either been previously prepared
(as in RAMC-19) or could be derived from the map of the area where
it used to be part of (RALAT-K-SP-4) . RAMC-19 farmers also formed
a special committee which was assigned the job of preparing a
letter requesting for a TS-farmer conference on the paper location
of canals of the area. In another area (RALAT-L-SP-2), no
membership committee was formed.
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area which would show farm lots, coconut and crop lands, and land-
marks, and to indicate on the map the location of the farmers'
proposed canal and ditch lines; ROW, to negotiate ROW with
landowners affected by a proposed service or access road, canal,
or ditch; survey, to accompany the TS during their survey of the
area; and walk-through, to delineate the boundaries of the rota-
tional area. (The walk-through committee eventually joined the
spot-map committee during onsite identification of proposed

canal and ditch lines.)

The initial meeting also involved election of an overall
chairman (and, in some areas, a vice-chairman) and a secretary
for the arees, a chairman for each commi ttee, and members for the
committees. (At the start, all but the area secretary were
considered as leaders. But later, the secretaries were tapped for
leadership functions.) The farmer-attendees were asked to nominate
their candidates for the leadership posts. In almost all areas,
they had only one nominee for each of the leadership positions.

However, not all nominees welcomed their selection. 1In
fact, in at least a third of the rotational areas which had
organized their committees, a majority of those nominated initially
declined their nominations. Their reluctance to occupy leadership
positions appeared to stem from their perceived inability to
discharge the duties of the positions. The reasons most often
mentioned by farmers who objected to their nomination were as
follows: (1) preoccupation with nonfarm work which often took them
away from the area, (2) involvement in other rotational areas,
(3) old age, (4) feeling that "women are not as capable as men"
(in cases when women were nominated) , and (5) preferences either
for remaining as ordinary members or for occupying minor positions.
COs and farmers succeeded in convincing four of every five reluc-
tant nominees.®? 2 few, however, were adamant in their refusal;

63Thesq nominees allowed themselves to be persuaded when COs
and/or farmers argued that project activities which would require
their participation would only occur occasionally, other leaders
who occupied leadership positions in more than one rotational area
proved to be effective in their multiple involvement, or those who
were previously saddled with responsibilities could serve as
committee members at least. In the case of female nominees who
were apprehensive of assuming leadership roles, farmers cajoled
them and contended that they had the female COs as immediate role
models.
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they insisted that they had very little time to devote to project
activities or that more able farmer-members should be named in
their place. Farmers had to accept these nomineesg' objections
and proceeded to suggest replacements. Consequently, most, if not
all, of the elected farmer-leaders indicated interest in their
roles; those lacking in time or interest weeded themselves out.®"
The lone nominees to the positions of overall area chair-
man (and, in some areas, vice-chairman) and area secretary were
immediately voted to their positions hy the assembly.65 This took
place in 18 of the 23 areas where electiun of leaders occurred.
Meanwhile, areas differed in the process of forming the committees.
In 15 of the 23 rotational areas which had formed their commi ttees,
both chairmen and members were nominated and acclaimed by the
assembly. 1In six other areas, committee chairmen were elected
directly by the farmers and the chairmen-elect were instructed to
choose their respective members; in the two remaining areas,
farmers appointed their peers to the committees.®® op the whole,
between two and five farmers were named to the committees. The
membership committee had generally fewer members than the rest,
the farmers' consensus being that more people were needed in
activities like spot-map preparation, walk-through, and survey,

®%In at least two rotational areas (PAMC-18 and RALAT-K-
SP-1), farmers who were absent during the organizational meeting
were named to some of the committees. Thus, any objection which
they might have had to their nomination was never considered.

85 he elected overall chairmen were all male. In most areas,
farmer-members assumed that the overall chairman should be male.
When the issue of having female overall chairman was raised in two
areas, one group (RAMC-SP-4) was dominated by farmers who contended
that the rigorous job called for a male leader although the presid-
ing officer (a male) thought that the position should be opened
to men and women. 1In another area (RALAT-K~SP-1), the farmer-
members tried to convince an articulate female member to become
overall chairman; she declined because she felt she was too old
(over 60 years old) to function effectively as the group's leader.
In contrast, of the 18 secretaries (10 in Zone III-B and 8 in
IV-A) elected by end of March, 7 (3 and 4 in Zones ITI-B and IV-A,
respectively) were women.

¢Because of the small size of one area (RALAT-L-SP-1; about
9 hectares), farmers chose only the heads of the committees and
agreed to help the latter in their assigned jobs.
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Because most contact leaders were active in preparing for
the first farmers' meeting in their area, farmers generally felt
that they deserved to be formally elected as farmer-leaders. Thus,
the contact leader who chaired the initial meeting was always
elected as the overall chairman while the other two to four indi-
viduals whom the CO had asked to help organize the first meeting
were elected as committee chairmen. Their election to these
positions confirmed their status as farmer-leaders of the area.

All elected farmer-leaders were continuously evaluated by
C0s so that they could segregate those leaders who had potentials
from those who had none. 1In this connection, COs carefully noted
the leaders' participation in project activities. They sub-
sequently worked intensively with the most active leaders and
disregarded the least active ones. In some cases, a leader might
indicate his desire to leave his post after he had found himself
unable to discharge his duties. Dropping a farmer from the roster
of leaders was not formally announced whether this stemmed from
CO's evaluation or the person's own wish.®? The only instance
when a potential leader was uropped formally was when his farm
ceased to fall within the area coverage as a result of the
creation of a new rotational area (such as RAMC-SP-5-A and RALAT-
K-SP-4) out of a section of the leader's original rotational area.

Although no formal dropping of an inactive leader took place,
(0s usually steered away from such leader and focused their mobil-
ization efforts on the more active leaders. In two rotational
areas where the overall chairmen had become inactive, COs sought
the assistance of the area secretary (in RALAT-K-5) or another
leader (the chairman of the ROW committee in RALAT-L-SP-1) in
coordinating farmers' participation in project activities. More-
over, farmer-leaders themselves usually assumed the functions of
their peers who had displayed disinterest in their job. 1In a
number of rotational areas, the overall chairman coordinated the
spot-mapping activity; in at least one area (RALAT-L-SP-1), the
committee vice-chairman took charge of the committee's tasks when
the chairman refused to perform his duty.6

57 This practice departed from that observed before March 1981
or before farmers' committees were organized. At that time, COs
formally dropped sowme of their contact leaders.

68me committee chairman initially refused to accept the
position because he doubted his ability to undertake spot mapping;
he was eventually persuaded by his peers to assume the post.
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By end of March 1982, the documentation zones had a total
of 255 farmer-leaders, or one leader for every four members
(see Table 8). fThese leaders were distributed as follows: area
chairmen, 20; assistant (or vice) chairmen, 7; committee chairmen,
71; committge members, 146; and contact leaders, 11. (The contact
leaders were those identified in areas which had not formed
farmers' committees as of the e¢nd of the documentation period.)

Of the identified farmer-leaders, at least 8 of every 10
were male. The few female leaders served either as rotational-
area secretaries or as committec chairmen (either of the member-
ship or the right-of-way committes) or members. All the overall
chairmen, hasever, were male. " The average farmer-leader was
about 53 years old, with the women slightly yournjer than the men.
Most had either completed the six-year elementary education or had
received some seconuary school training.7° At least 63 percent of
the identified leaders cultivated their own riceland, the average
size of which was 1.6 hectares. Another 20 percent were tilling
parcels under share tenancy in addition to cultivating their own
land; the average size of the farm operated by this group was
about 2.0 hectares. And yet another 17 percent considered
themselves as share tenants; they cultivated several parcels which
summed up to about 1.6 hectares on the average. The majority of
the elected leaders--both male and female~-had held a leadership
position in a community organization (that is, barangay council,
Parent-Teachers' Association, and other community-wide groups);

a few were serving concurrently in other comnunity organizations.

When the committee started to function, he reportedly. told the area
chairman that farm work had prevented him from participating in

the spot-~map preparation. However, the Spot-map committee chajir-
man later confided to the participant-observer that he was not
interested in Spot mapping partly because he was uncertain that

his farm would be served by the proposed system.

69In one rotational area, women were encouraged to -ssume
the position ‘of overall chairman. Male farmers argued that the
women could take the female COs as role models insofar as taking
leadership positions are concerned. The women, however, declined;
the most favored female candidate begged off saying that she was
too old for the job.

" The average female farmer-leader had at least some high
school education.
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Table 8. Selected information on farmers' participation in
meetings convened in the Lower Lalo documentation zones:
April 1981 to March 19822

Item Zone III-B Zone IV-A

Total number of farmers (as of

31 March 1982) 459 533
Number of farmers occupying leader-

ship positions (as of 31 March 1982) 124 131
Total number of meetings convened

in the zone 34 23

Average number of farmers present
during a meeting in a

rotational area 21 18
Average percent of farmers in the

area attending convened meetings 41 33
Average percent of farmer-attendees

participsting during discussions 48 52

8The figures presented in this table were based on data
contained in Tables A18, A20, A23, and A24.

Convening farmers' meetings

After COs and leaders had discussed with individual farmers
or a group of farmers certain issues or project activities, they
usually proceeded to prepare for a meeting of the farmers of the
area. To COs, public meetings served to generate or enkance
awareness and consensus among large numbers of farmers about activ-
ities to be pursued in the area, to develop leadership skills
among farmers, and to promote wider participation of leaders and
members in project activities. Moreove:r, because meetings usually
ended with an action-reflection session, farmers would be able to
experience analyzing situations and drawing lessons or required
action from just-concluded activities.

(0s generally urged leaders to engage in planning the agenda
for the meeting, inviting other farmers to attend the assembly,
and conducting the meeting. In the planning session which preceded
all meetings, leaders learned to map out strategies for ensuring
good attendance during a meeting and to divide the work (that is,
presentation and discussion of topics or issues) among themselves.
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Thus through meetings, COs aimed to develop leadership capability
of the farmers in an area.

_ Between April 1981 and March 1982, 53 meetings were scheduled

to be held in Zone III-B and 43 in Zone IV-A (see Table A21 for
details). Of these scheduled meetings, about 64 and 53 percent
were convened in Zones III-B and IV-A, respectively. oOn the aver-
age, therefore, a CO had about two to three meetings a month.

During the documentation research period, three types of
general farmers' meetings were convened: initial or organizational
meetings, follow-up meetings to discuss results of activities and
to plan for forthcoming project activities, and conferences between
farmers and TS.

Preparing for farmers' meatings. Three activities usually
preceded any farmers' meeting. First, COs conducted groundwork
with at least the leaders on forthcoming project activities angd on
how farmers could be drawn to participate in them. The groundwork
activity normally took the form of a series of informal conversa-
tions where COs elicited the leaders' opinion on project-related
matters under discussion. At some point during these conversations,
leaders proposed convening a farmers' meeting. Subsequently, COs
and the leaders agreed to plan for the meeting.

Second, leaders held planning sessions to schedule the
farmers' meeting, to discuss the strategy for notifying their
fellow farmers about the meeting, and to decide on the meeting's
agenda..?l In most areas, the leaders met only once to plan for a
farmers' meeting; in a few others (as in RALAT-K-SP-2), the leaders
held two to four sessions before plans for such a meeting were
finalized. Of the 51 planning sessions conducted after March 1981
in Zone II1I-B, 31 (or 61 percent) dealt with a fortlicoming farmers'
meeting; in Zone IV-A, 20 (or 53 percent) of the 38 leaders'
sessions discussed plans for a farmers' assembly (see Table A22
for details). fThe remaining sessions (20 in Zone III-B and 18 in
Zone IV-A) planned for farmers' participation in activities like
walk-throughs, and Row negotiations,

71Beginning July 1981, farmers who attended a meeting which
had to be reset were drawn into the planning for the rescheduled
meeting., This planning mode was observed in about one of every
four farmers' meetings slated in the documentation zones.
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And third, leaders and/or OOs notified other farmers in the
rotational area about the planned meeting. Beginning April 1981,
the leaders increasingly assumed the function of informing their
fellow farmers about a scheduled meeting. As a result, leaders
took charge of the notification campaign in at least 75 percent
of the meetings scheduled; COs assisted them in the remaining
cases.’? Between April 1981 and March 1982, about 60 percent of
farmers in an area were notified by leaders and/or COs about a
forthcoming meeting.

At tendance in meetings. About half of farmers in the rota-
tional «: : who were told about a meeting attended the convened
session (see Tables A24 and A25 for details). A typical meeting in
Zones III-B and IV-A respectively drew 18 and 22 farmer-attendees,
or about 41 percent and 33 percent of farmers in the areas con-
cerned (see Table 8). Of those who were present in a meeting,
about half participated in the deliberations,

Of the 96 meetings scheduled in the documentation zones,
39 (or 41 percent) were either canceled or postponed, with 23 (or
24 percent) called off because the farmers who came to the meeting
decided that the attendance was not sufficient for the group to
transact official business. What did farmers consider as "poor"
attendance rate? For meetings postponed because of poor attendance,
the average attendznce rates ranged between 4 percent and 50 percent
in Zone III-B, and 1 percent and 24 percent in Zone IV-A. Interest-
ingly, the attendance rates in convened sessions never exceeded
60 percent. 1In Zone III-B, the ratas varied between 24 percent
and 56 percent; in Zone IV-A, betwa:n 13 percent and 58 percent.
These comparative figures suggest that farmers' groups diverged
in their definition of "sufficient attendance." While some would
consider 13 percent as a tolerable rate, others viewed 40 percent
to 50 percent as inadequate.

Interviews with COs, zone engineers, and farmer-leaders
suggested the following causes of low attendance in meetings:
(1) farmers' lack of information about the project, (2) existence

72In two areas (RALAT-L~SP-1 and RALAT-K-3), the farmer-
members who came to the postponed meetings were mobilized to inform
their peers about the new schedule of the farmers' meeting.
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of faulty canals constructed by NiA in 1975 which made a rumber

of farmers feel wary about the present NIA project, (3) poor

timing (for instance, farmers' meetings were planned for 5 ndays
when farmers oo to the cockpit, or meetings coincjided with
weddings, death anniversaries and the like) ., (4) inadequate ground-
work or personal contacts by COs and/or leaders, (5) bad weather
conditions, and (6) farmers' preoccupation with farm work.

The proportion ot canceled or postponed meetings was highest
in the montls or July, August, and December in Zone II1-B; and in
October, November, and December in Zone IV-A. During these months,
at least three ot five scheduled meetings did not materialize.
These months, except December, coincided with any of the following
time-intensive stages of rice production: land preparation, trans-
planting, and harvest. When COs and/or leaders could predict low
attendance because farmers would be too engrossed in celebrating
a social event (like Christmas) , they postponed a Flanned meeting
before the scheduled date (as they did in eight instances).
Moreover, in areas where COs felt that they could not make any
headway because farmers were too busy in their farms, they suspended
organizing work (including holding of meetings) until the farmers
were relatively free of farm work.

Because some of the farmers' meetings had to be postponed
owing to poor attendance, COs and leaders used diverse methods to
improve attendance during meetings.vh The commonly employed
strateyies involved leaders' house-to-house visits with members tc
pereonally announce a planned farmers' meeting and/or to ask

73COs, for instance, stopped organizing activities in three
areas (RALAT-K-SP-2, RALAT-L-4, and RALAT-L-6) for two months in
late 1981, and resumed work after the farmers had harvested their
wet rice crop.

7“Despite fluctuations of monthly figures, the average
percentages of farmers informed about a proposed meeting were
higher for meetings which were convened (76 and 74 percent in Zones
III-B and IV-A, respectively) than for those which were postponed
(72 and 50 percent).
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prospective a“tendees to sign an announcement sheet.’® In December
1981, leaders in an area (RALAT-L-8) discussed three related
solutions to the low-attendance problem: wage an intensive infor-
mation drive about the project, coordinate with Parent-Teachers'
Association officials in order that farmer-leaders could instruct
public schoolchildren to inform their parents regarding scheduled
farmers' meetings, and hold meetings at the water management
technologist's working station to show the farmers that the project
had already started. 1In January 1982, leaders in another area
(RALAT-K-4) attempted to draw more attendees to the meeting by
announcing the scheduled assembly over a public address system
(from the meeting place) on the day of the meeting. 1In yet another
area, the leaders scheduled a drinking session after the meeting

to attract more attendees.

Conducting farmers' meetings. The overall area chairman or
one of the COs' contact leaders who eventually became the overall
chairman normally presided over the farmers' meetings. The area
secretary, in turn, usually recorded the attendance. Starting in
October 1981 and upon instruction of CC, the farmer-attendees were
asked to sign the NIA-provided attendance shect.

During the first two meetings in a rotational area, dis-
cussion invariably included the following.

1. Dissemination of project information. COs and farmer-
leaders discussed the following: source of water for
the proposed Lower Lalo system (Lake Buhi), COs' role
in the project, expected participation of farmers in
project activities in the cortext of the project's
participatory approach, the TS' paper location of
canals, and forthcoming activities in the area.

2. Organization of farmers' committees. To facilitate
farmers' involvement in the project, COs and their
contact leaders encouraged the information of working
committees in the area (for details see gsection on
forming committees). (Of the 25 areas which created

7SThe announcement sheets were provided to the farmer-leaders
py COs. These sheets were first used in the leaders' notification
campaigns for meetings in November 1981, Earlier (in June), RAMC-19
leaders asked other farmers to sign a letter (requesting TS' presence
in a conference on the paper location of canals for the area) to
signify their intention to attend a planned farmers' meeting.
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committees, 19 accomplished this task during the first
rneeting in the area; the rest postponed this activity
until the second or third meeting. These subsequent
meetings were better attended than the first. For
details, see Table A25.

Planning of future activities. In most cases, farmers
initiated the scheduling of activities which would
follow their initial rmeeting. In a number of areas,
farmers planned to prepare their area's spot map and
their proposed canal and ditch line location, and to
invite TS to survey the area.

In subsequent or follow-up meetings, farmers' discussions centered
on specific activities or results of these activities. The follow-
ing topics illustrate the concerns which farmers addressed during
these sessions.

1.

Confirming farmex-leaders' suggested paper location of
canal and ditch lines. The meeting which focused on
this task usually took place between the time that
farmer-leaders finalized their paper location of lines
and the holding of TS-farmer conference on the proposed
canals and ditches for the area. Another meeting was
scheduled if revisions were introduced to the farmers'
proposal during the TS-farmer walk-through and/or
conference. (For details, see section on preparing the
system design.)

Requesting a survey or resurvey of the area. After
farmers had investigated the suggested canal and ditch
lines with TS, they discussed the 1ssue of requesting a
survey of the area tc finalize the location of canals
and ditches. 1In instances when initial surveys had
resulted in contentious canal and/or ditch line location,
farmers usually arranged for a resurvey of the area.
Having scheduled the survey our resurvey, leaders
enjoined the members to accompany the NIA survey team
when the latter covered their farm. (See section on
conducting surveys with TS for further discussions.)

Strategizing farmers' negotiations for right of way.

Once farmers had confirmed the paper location of canal
and ditch lines, they discussed strategies for conducting
ROW negotiations with landowners affected by the canals
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and/or ditches. Moreover, they considered ROW negotia-
tions for lands traversed by the access rcad after 7§
had shown farmer-leaders the route of the proposed road.
(For details, see section on securing cights of way.)

Planning for field trip to Upper Lalo. Beginning in
December 1981, leaders presented their tentative plans
for a field trip to the National Power Corporation
forebay dam, the control structure in Lake Buhi, and

the Upper Lalc project area. The trip's schedule was
subsequently finalized and a list of farmer-participants
was drawn up.

Farmers raised various issues during meetings. Because 2ZE
was often present during the farmers' meetings, he helped COs
answer queries of farmers. The questions which farmers initially
raised are as follows.

1.

to

Will irrigation water really reach the area? ZE
assured RALAT-K-3 farmers that a reservoir had been
constructed in Santa Justina, Buhi so that Lake Buhi
could be used as a source of water for the proposed
Lower Lalo system.

Will damages to lands traversed by canals be paid? ZE
answered that damages on lands affected by the main and
lateral canals would be paid. However, ROW claimants
would be asked to accomplish certain requirements.

Will there be flooding as a result of the irrigation
system to be constructed? Z2ZE said that NIA‘would make
sure that floodiny is avoided. Drainage canals would
be installed to absorb excess water from the fields.

Who will undertake the construction of the canals?
ZE replied that farmers would be given priority.
Farmers would be paid for canal-construction work.
However, construction of internal ditches would not
be paid.

As farmers became more involved in the project, their
questions became more specific, as illustrated in the following

examples.

1.

Will downstream areas be affected by the elimination
of RAMC-SP-4? This question was raised by six Zone
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IV-B farmers who came to a farmers' meeting in RAMC-
SP~4. ZE allayed their fears by saying that Zone IV-B
RALAT-M-1 and RALAT-M-2 could still be served since
the proposed Lateral M could take off from a section
which would be independent of RAMC~-SP-4.

2. Could a 6-hectare area which is not found in the TS
paper location but which to farmers' assessment could
be served be included as irrigable area? ZE answered
that he would consult with the design staff on this
matter. However, the decision would also depend on the
results of the survey. It was best to play safe, he
said, because he did not want to raise expectations.
Farmers' enthusiasm might be dampened if he gave an
assure.ice now that the 6-hectare area could be served
and later reversed his position.

3. Can the existing turnout in RALAT-L-1 be used by RALAT~
L-2 farmers? 2E said that this does not contradict TS'
plans. However, RALAT-L-2 farmers should obtain the
permission of their co: leagues in RALAT-L-1 since a
main farm ditch would cut through the latter area.

Farmers' meetings lasted between 45 minutes and 4 hours.
The shortest sessions were those which solicited farmers' con-
firmation of the leaders' paper location of canal and ditch lines.
Members were usually quick to endorse the leaders' proposed canal
and ditch locations, hence sessions on this seldom went beyond an
hour. The longest sessions, in turn, included those which
organized committees and/or discussed results of surveys. Meetings
which threshed out complaints of farmers over survey route taken by
the TS-farmer team or their objections to survey results usually
lasted more than three hours.

The meetings usually ended with a brief action-reflection
session. COs and the overall chairman elicited farmers' assess-
ment of the meeting's strengths and weaknesses, their reactions
to the decisions reached during the meeting, and their proposed
activities. In a number of cases, planning of subsequent activities
transpired during this concluding section of the meeting.
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Preconstruction Technical Activities

Until March 1982, the project office was undertaking three
najor types of pre-system construction activities in the documen-
tation zones: preconstruction organizational activities by its
institutional development division; preconstruction technical
activities by its engineering division; and construction of project
facilities (such as access roads and water management technologist's
working stations) by its construction division. NIA wished to
involve farmers in all these activities for the following reasons:
(1) to develop farmers' organizational skills through their
involvement in activities which greatly interest them, (2) to draw
on farmers' knowledge of the area in locating canals, and (3) to
construct canal lines which rarmers would be satisfied with (thus
avoiding the situation which NIA faced in other projects where
farmers filled the canals they found objectionable).

In this connection, farmers were encouraged to engage in the
following tasks: (1) preparing the preliminary location of canals
and ditches, (2) negotiating the canal and ditch routes with TS,
(3) locating the canals and ditches and conducting surveys with
7S, and (4) negotiating for rights of way with landowners. To
further prepare themselves for the construction phase, several
farmers' groups also undertook manpower inventory and/or visited
the structures and terminal facilities in Upper Lalo, the forebay
dam of the National Power Corporation, and the control structure
in Lake Buhi. As farmers were drawn to participate in the project
activities, a more intensive interaction was demanded between
farmers and the technical staff than was normally the case in
irrigation development work.

Preparing the preliminary
paper location of canal
and ditch lines

Starting in late 1980, the project's design section conducted
an inventory of existing facilities, a review of available par-
cellary maps and of results from the 1973-74 NIA topographic
surveys, and a check of area computations using the parcellary
maps. By April 1981, TS had completed the paper location of canals
and structures for the upstream zones (III-A to IV-A) of Lower
Lalo. Two months later, they finished the layout for Zone II-B
and Zones IV-B to VI-B, all of which would draw water from the left
connector canal. TS then reviewed their paper location through
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several field investigations, and consequently revised the first
drafts. by July 1981, the project office had delineated the
proposed Lower Lalo system's service area.

COs presented the Ts! preliminary paper location of canals
to the farmers to give them a sense of project plar: for their
area, and to elicit farmers! opinions to the proposed canal lines.
In previous NIA irrigation projects, farmers rarely articulated
their reactions to the 73° maps because they found it difficult
to visualize the proposed canal lines shown in the maps. In Lower
Lelo, COs suggested that rarmers create spot maps of their respec-
tive areas. These Spoc maps were rough sketches (that is, not
drawn to scale) on which the farmers could locate lands cultivated
to rice and other crops, roads, schools and other landmavks, and
on which they could draw in possible canal and ditch lines. These
maps could be prepared out in the field so that farmers could get
a clear understanding of how th: land they knew so intimately was
represented on paper, what problems their suggested canal and
ditch lines would likely bring about, and how tnese problems could
be resolved. The procesy, therefore, was expected to result in a
paper location of canal and ditch lines which farmers could fully
understand, and which they could precent to the TS for the latter's
assessment of the proposal.'s technical feasibility. The final
canal and ditch lines, however, would be determined only after the
TS-farmer agreed lines had been surveyed and found feasible.

When COs started to mobilize tfarmers for the preparation of
spot maps and paper location of canals and ditches, they were met
with varying responses. While a number of farmers' groups per-
formed these tasks with very little, if ary, reservations, some
were skeptical over the worth of farmers' involvement in what they
considered as basically technical activities. Among the issues
that reluctant farmers raised were: farmz2rs' lack of technical
training, TS' possible disparaging reception of farmers' suggestions,
and TS' unloading of their responsibilities to farmers. (For a
more detailed presentation of these issuves, see Illo and Felix
1981.) Over time, however, fewer and fewer farmers 1esisted COs'!
efforts to mobilize farmers for the preparation of spct maps
and paper location of canals and ditches.

Several farmers' groups in “ones III-B and IV-A initiated
Spot-mapping activities in March 1981 (that is, before the farmers
were classified into rotational areas) while other aroups carried
them out later. The process tirough which farmers in these
groupe participated in the preliminary system design preparation
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consisted of the following steps: (1) creating a farmers' com-
mittee on spot map (and, in a few cases, another on walk-through);
(2) conducting a walk-through of the rice farms in the rotational
area to define the area's boundaries, to ascertain the shapes

and sizes of farm lots, and to identify possible canal and ditch
routes; (3) drawing the spot map; and (4) formally confirming the
spot-map committee's paper location of canals and ditches in a
meeting or during the leaders' groundwork activities. Farmers
subsequently met with TS to finalize the canal and ditch routes
(see discussion on TS-farmer conference for details).

Forming spot-map committees. In most rotational areas, COs
encouraged farmers to create a small group which would prepare the
spot map and paper location of canals and ditches. (In at least
one area, however, the farmers decided not to form a special com-
mittee because of the area's small size; instead, all 17 members
agreed to help the overall chairman in this task.) Spot-map
committee chairmen and members were usually selected for their
skills in sketching. Committee membership ranged between three
and six in the 21 (of the 23) areas which formed spot-map
comni ttees.

Conducting walk-throughs. Farmers of a rotational area held
at least one walk-through at their area before drafting the spot
map. This activity involved about eight farmers who covered the
area on foot while they identified possiblc canal and ditch routes.
With the help of the TS' paper location of canals, the farmers
also delineated the boundaries of the rotational area. The walk-
through, therefore, enabled farmers to verify the boundaries and
the terrain of the area. Moreover, as potential canal and ditch
lines were identified during the walk-through, farmers initiated
right-of-way negotiations with owners of land to be affected by
the canal and ditch network.

Between April 1981 and March 1982, 32 walk-throughs were
held by farmers in 24 of the 30 rotational areas which the docu-
mentation zones' COs covered at one time or another within the
12-month period (see Table A26). In addition, 38 farmer-leaders
from eight Zone III-B areas held a joint walk-through in February
1982; they covered 6 kilometers in about 5 hours. This walk-
through aimed to investigate the proposed Lateral K which would
be surveyed three days hence. The leaders wanted particularly
to verify whether the proposed lateral canal line held no problem
to any of the zone's rotational areas. They also intended to
discover how Lateral K rotational areas relate to one another.
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Although a spot-map committee (and in eight areas, a separate
walk-through conmittee) was created in most of the areas covered
by COs, over half the walk-through drew participants beyond the
spot-map committee membership. Moreover, ZE accompanied the
farmers in at least 8 of the 18 walk-throughs in Zone III~E and
in 3 of the 14 in Zone IV-A. Members usually involved themselves
in this activity because of any of the following reasons: the
walk-through was done either immediately before or after a general
meeting of the farmers in the area; leaders encouraged farmers
whose lands might be traversed by a proposed ditch route to join
the walk-through; or in the case of second or third walk-throughs,
farmers decided to verify their leaders' suggested ditch lines
after the planned route was discussed with them. The most frequent
participants, however, were the overall chairman of the rotational
area, the spot-map committee head, and other committee chairmen.

The walk-through teams covered from half a kilometer to 3.5
-kKilometers, or an average (mean) of about 2 kilometers (see Table
A26 for details). This activity took an average of about 2 hours
though the time varied between 25 minutes and 6 hours depending on
the size of the area and the discussions which ensued during the
walk-through.

Sketching the area's spot map and paper location of canals
and ditches. At the end of a walk-through of the area, leaders
began sketching the area's spot map. This map, though not drawn
to scale, contained two features: a lot-by-lot layout of rice-
fields, coconut farms, and other cultivated areas; and a list of
farmers and/or landowners corresponding to the lot number in the
map. The maps generally also showed major landmarks such as roads,
schoolbuildings, and stores. The spot maps reflected names of
farmers and familiar landmarks; thus, they were more understandable
to farmers than the TS' maps. Because of these characteristics, the
Sspot maps became useful to farmers in visualizing possible canal
and ditch network. And once the map had been sketched, the leaders '
proceeded to incorporate the canal and ditch routes which were
identified during the farmers' walk-through. Figure 13 presents
an illustrative example of a spot map prepared in the documentation
zones.

The spot map and paper lccation of carnals and ditches for a
rotational area were usually prepared by the spot-map committee
chairman with the help of one or two commi ttee members and/or other
farmer-leaders. The map was normally completed and ready for
presentation to farmers within a period of four days tc three weeks.



1983:142

Illo and Chiong-Javier

ada/Buhi-Lalo

map (RAMC-19) prepared in the

August 1981, Rincon



Illo and cChiong-Javier 1983:143

Although the pattern described above was observed in most
areas, several variations were noted in the conduct of spot map
preparation. Some of these variations were as follows.

1.

In a Zone III-B area (RAMC-18), the Spot-map committee
chairman initially sketched the area's map without the
benefit of a prior walk-through. He then overlaid the
TS' proposed canal lines on the map and sketched in
those lines in his spot map. Having finished the map,
he proceeded to hold a walk-through of the area to
confirm his work. When the other farmer-leaders re-
viewed the prepared map, they were disappointed with
it since it was a replica of the TS' paper location.
Thus, the overall chairman decided to redo the map.
Together with four other leaders, the overall chairman
conducted a walk~through of the area to gather data
for the new map, and to identify possible ditch loca-
tions. The revised map was completed in less than

on- week's time.

In a Zone IV-A rotational area (RALAT~L-10), the spot-
map committee head did a walk-through of the area
during which he requested farmers to show him their
land's tax declaration receipts. Then he compared the
data found in the documents (for example, name of owner,
area of the land) with the lot number indicated in' the
TS' papec locatiorn {which was based on the Bureau of
Land's parcellary map of the area). This procedure
facilitated the leader's identification of farm bound-
aries and delineation of ricefields. After the walk-
through, he drew the map and indicated the possible
canal and ditch lines which he alone identified during
his walk~-through. Seven months after, the spot-map
committee head, together with 5 other leaders and 15
members, reviewed the map drawn in August 1981. The
group confirmed the lines which the spot-map committee
chairman indicated in the map.

In at least two Zone III-B and two Zone IV-A areas, the
leaders decided to prepare the spot map before a walk-
through. (Moreover, the map of the Zone IV-A areas

were started before a spot-map committee was created.)
The map was then verified through a walk-through (with
members) during which the leaders identified possible
ditch lines which they then overlaid on their preliminary
map of the area. The walk-through also indicated a few
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modifications (such as boundaries between farms) on
the map. The map was finalized after the walk-through.

4. In areas where previously organized arbitrary greups
had completed a spot map (as in RAMC-19, 'RALAT-N-1,
and RALAT-N-2), leaders prepared the area spot map by
referring to the arbitrary group's map and deleting
portions not found within the rotational area, or
adding those covered by the rotational area but not by
the arbitrary group. The leaders then delineated on
the revised map their proposed routes for different
canal types.

While preparing the spot map, farmer-leaders often encountered
the following problems: difficulty of identifying current owners
and/or cultivators of ricelands as a consequence of unreported
assignment of cultivation rights and/or changes in ownership ra-
sulting from bequest, mortgage, or sale; and refusal of a number
of landowners to declare the exact size of their rice farms
because they feared that this information would be used for
taxation purposes.

Despite the problems which persisted until the end of Marrh
1982, the farmers' paper location of canals and ditches markedly
improved. (The maps, however, continued to focus on canal and
ditch lines and to exclude structures.) Paper location prepared
in July 1981 or earlier did not specify the types of canals (the
farmers referred to the lines they identified in their map by
the generic terms kanal or kale) but merely focused on the routes.
Beginning in August 1981, however, farmers' paper location
indicated their suggested lines for the laterals (in the case of
areas to be served by a lateral) and the main and supplementary
farm ditches (see Figure 14). (In rotational areas whicl draw
water directly from the main canal, {armers took the existing main
canal as a given in suggesting routes of main and supplementary
ditches.) Thus, only the internal ditches which led to the
individual farms and the canal oxr ditch structures were left out
in the farmers' maps. Moreover, farmers' proposed ditches tended
to observe technical criteria on distances between ditches (about
200 meters) and the maximum lengtir of a ditch (500 meters).
A number of leaders attributed the changes in the quality of
farmers' paper location of canals and ditches to their deeper
understanding of canal types brought about by frequent contacts
with TS beginning August. Moreover, their proposed routes were
"refined" during walk-throughs held with 2E. For example, a walk-
through held by farmers with ZE in a Zone III-B area resulted in
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Figure 14. Sample of a spot map (RALAT-K-2) prepared in-the

documentation zones after July 1981, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:146

the simplification of the ditch network since ZE found out that a
single supplementary ditch could serve the entire area. Meanwhile,
a walk-through held by leaders and ZE in a Zone IV-A area effected
the rerouting and shortening of SFD-1.

Confirming the iecaders' proposed location of canals and
ditches. Upon completion of their area map and paper location of
canals and ditches, farmer-leaders proceeded to solicit farmers'
reactions to the data contained in the map, including the suygested
canal and ditch routes. Farmers' reactions were gathered either
of two ways: in a farmers' meeting (or, in at least two areas, a
Ts-farmer confercnce) during which the leaders presented the spot
map, or during the leaders' visit to different farmers in the
coursc of their groundwork activity. About 17 of the 23 areas
which had completed maps sought farmers' opinion about the map and
proposed canal and ditch network during a farmers' meeting. The
remaining six area maps were discussed during the leaders' ground-
work. Of the 23 areas with completed maps, farmers in at least
three arcas objected to the canal and ditch lines proposed by
the leaders.

When no objections were raised to the map and the leaders'
proposed canal and ditch routes, these materials were considered
as confirmed. The farmer-leaders subsequently initiated negotia-
tions for right of way with owners of land which would be traversed
by the proposed canals and/or ditches. However, in instances when
farmers questioned a proposed canal or ditch line, leaders and
members held another walk-through to investigate the suggested
line and/or to identify an alternative route. In a Zone IV-A
area (RFPLAT-U-2), for instance, some farmers objected to the MFD
line indicated in the spot map. Another walk-through was held;
the farmers found a better line (that is, one which was expected
to irrigatc more farms) but this would take off from the RALAT-L-1
turnout rather than the RALAT-1-2 turnout. They then agreed to
ask TS to check on the technical feasibility of the new main farm
ditch line. (During the March 1982 survey of the area, the TS-
farmer survey tcam identified a new turnout location for RALAT-L-2
from which the farmer-suggested line for the main farm ditch
would take off; see Table A31). In instances when farmers could
not agree on the route a canal or ditch would take, they post-
poned the resolution of the issue until the TS-farmer conference,
walk-through and/or survey.
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Negotiating with TS over

the preliminary canal

and litch routes

After the farmers had discussed and/or verified the proposed
piper location of canal and ditch lines prepared by their leaders,

they were then ready to

negotiate with the project's technical staff

in order to reach final agreements on the routes to be constructed.

Three major strategies w

zones.

1.

ere observed by farmers in the documentation

Until October 1981, farmers in six rotational areas

held meetings with the TS to discuss technical matters
(such as design, survey, right of way, and construction)
and the paper location of canals and ditches which were
prepared by the project office and that prepared by the
farmers. (In February 1982, two areas in Zone IV-A held
a joint TS-farmer conference to discuss the canal and
ditch lines which had been proposed by farmers to run
through the two areas.) The conference was either
preceded or immediately followed by a TS-farmer walk-
through of the farmer-proposed lines. About one or two
months after, a TS-farmer team surveyed the canal and
ditch lines and the structures which had been identified
during the TS-farmer walk-through,76

Between September 1981 and January 1982, farmers in five
other areas chose not to have the TS~farmer conferencx
and proceeded to a TS-farmer walk~through of their
respective areas. This pbrocess was preferred by both
farmers and the TS after a zone engineer had been
fielded and had attended the farmers' meetings; thus,
farwers' queries about technical issues had been dis-
cussed thereby rendering a TS-conference not very
necessary. Thr agreements reached during these field
investigations were then validated in a TS~farmer survey
which was held about a month after.

’®Farmers in four Zone IV-A areas invited the project's
design and survey staffs to join in a walk-through of the proposed
Lateral L route which cut across these areas. All these areas had
previously met with TS on the ditch routes for their area and/or
conducted a walk-through of their area with members of the
project's survey section.
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3. Particularly beginning March 1982, farmers in five areas
bypassed the TS-farmer conference and/or walk-through and
proceeded to the location of canal and ditch lines with
the project's survey section personnel (see discussion
on locating canal and ditch lines with TS).

Convening a Ts-farmer conference. Before a TS-farmer con-
ference, leaders convened either a planning session or a farmers'
meeting to schedule and prepare for the TS~farmer conference.

Once a date was chosen, the projzct office was informed of the
farmers' intention to meet with TS; this was done either through

a lettcer signed by farmers of a rotational area or a personal visit
to the project office by some farmer-leaders. The chief of the
farmers' assistance division, in consultation with the head of the
project's design section, then zonfirmed the schedule of the
conference.

On the agreed date of the conference, 2 to 5 members of the
project's design and survey sections met with 9 to 39 farmers (or
18 percent to 65 percent of area membership) in the farmers' chosen
site within the rotational area (see Table A28 for details). The
conference lasted between 1.5 and 3 hours; it was usually chaired
by the elected overall area chairman. (In joint area meetings,
the leuders selected either of the two area chairmen to preside
over the conference). In his opening remarks, the presiding
farmer-leader stressed the importance of the conference and farmers'
participation in determining the canal and ditch lines in their
area. He subsequently turned over the floor to TS who, in turn,
discussed the following points.

1. Survey. The survey section head or an assistant
explained that the survey team conducts three types
of surveys: a reconnaissance or onsite inspection of
the project area, a preliminary or topographic survey,
and location of zanal lines. TS then emphasized that
canal and ditch lines would be finalized with the partic-

ipation of the farmers.

2. Design. The design section head or an assistant
presented two types of rotational areas: those to be
served by the main canal, and those to be served by a
lateral canal. A rotational area may have four or
five supplementary farm ditches (SFDs) depending on its
size. An SFD should not exceed 500 meters, and a
distance of at least 200 meters should be maintained
between SFDs. TS closed the discussion with an
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assurance that farmers' suggestions would be considered
before the system design were finalized.

3. Construction. The zone engineer or someone from the
project's construction division stated that construction
would be done on pacquiao contracts to give farmers a
chance to work for pay. Pacquiao contracts, TS said,
would be awarded by rotational areas (with the overall
chairman presumably contracting for the interested farmers
in his area). TS also emphasized that the construction
division would implement what the design section had
accomplished in consultation with the farmers.

4. Water management. A person from the project's water
management section (or in their absence, anv of TS
present) explained that after the construction of the
Iower Lalo system, water management would be done by
the rotational method. This method had three variants:
by section of the main ca .+ by section of the lateral
canal, or by section of t..e main farm ditch, The exact
rotational method which w=uld be cbserved would be
determined later.

After the .S' presentation, the farmers and TS studied the
farmers' paper location of canal and ditch lines and compared this
with that prepared by the project office in March or April 1981
(which was shown to the farmers during groundwork rounds by Cos
and/or farmer-leaders).’’ A number of the farmers' proposed lines
differed from the TS' in these respects. First, while the TS'
proposed lines often cut across farm lots (see Figure 15),
farmers generally located the ditch lines along the boundaries of
farm lots (see Figure 14). Farmers used this strategy to ensure
that farmers share in the loss of land (which would be taken up
by the ditches), thus minimizing right-of-way negotiation problems.

7Twhile discussing the canal and ditch lines for RALAT-1-6,
a leader from RALAT-1-5 objected to the rerouting of a 300-meter
section of Lateral L which divided the two areas. For details,
see section on conducting TS-farmer walk-throughs and location
of lines.
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Figure 15. Sample of a TS' paper location (RAMC~18) of terminal
facilities, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project
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And second, when farmers planned the canal or ditch routes they
frequently aimed at serving as many farms as possible. Because of
this concern to spread the benefits from the project, they some-
times overlooked elevations and other factors which. would render
sections of the proposed ditch route technically impossible to
construct (see Figure 16). TS, on the other hand, normally located
the ditches in consideration of the terrain and other technical
constraints; thus, they sometimes overlooked possibilities of ex-
panding the potential irrigable area (see Figure 16). These
differences were resolved during TS-farmer field investigations
(that is, walk-throughs and surveys).

During the conferences, farmers also raised questions related
to right of way, survey, construction, and system management (see
Table A29 for details). As shown in the subsequent examples, TS
usually responded to these queries by explaining the roles which
the project office and the farmers could play in the different
project activities.

1. Right of way. Farmers were generally concerned with
the ROW negotiations they had to undertake and with
compensation for damages resulting from canals and
ditches which would be constructed. TS explained that
farmers should solicit the signatures of landowners
whose lands would be traversed by lateral canals;
these signatures should be affixed on specific ROW
documents; for those affected by the main and supple-
mentary farm ditches, farmers would only have to seek
verbal ROW approval. Farmers would negotiate with
landowners; if the latter persistently refuse to grant
ROW, NIA would intervene and might resort to expropria-
tion proceedings against these landowners.

For those who were entitled to ROW payments, TS
said that payments will be made upon compliance of the
following requirements: submission of a tax declaration,
presentation of residence certificate, and payment of
land taxes (that is, no arrears in tax payments beyond
three years).

2. Survey. Farmers' concern usually centered on routes
followed by the NIA survey team. TS explained that
when ttey survey a lateral canal line, it is aimed at
determining physical conditions, like "water surface
elevation," which would help identify the final line.
As regar”s farmers' objections to the canal routes
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Figure 16. Farmers' proposed location of canal and terminal
facilities in RALAT-L-6, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project
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which were surveyed, TS said that they were not sure
whether these objections (or suggestions) reflected
general farmers' interests considering that only a

few farmers joined the survey. To ensure that farmers'
views were considered, TS urged more farmers to partic-
ipate in the survey to locate lines. Furthermore,

the project office would try to save small farm lots;
but if no feasible alternative route is found, then the
canal or ditch will just have to traverse these small
farm lots.

3. Construction. Farmers inquired about the date of the
start of construction in Lower Lalo and how construction
would be undertaken. TS told the farmers that before
construction could begin, several preconstruction
activities would have to be completed (for example,
review of the initial designs on the basis of survey
results). The zone engireer will supervise construction
activities in his assigned area. For the construction
of canals and main and supplementary farm ditches, the
project office will hire or contract farmers; construc-
tion of internal farm ditches, however, will have to be
undertaken by the farmers at their own expense.

4. System management. When farmers asked about arrangements
for the operation and maintenance of the system, TS
answered that the irrigators' associations (which farmers
in a zone would organize) would have to decide on most
of the issues (for example, fees, fee collection,
system personnel),

The TS-farmer conferences usually ended with a brief action-
reflection session during which the presiding leader and/or COs
solicited farmers' comments about the conference. This concluding
session also often resulted in detailed planning of the scheduled
TS-farmer survey of the area and farmers' right-of-way negotiatiens.
In connection with the planned survey, the leaders present exhorted
the members to participate in the activity.

Conducting walk-through with TS. To verify the canal and
ditch lines indicated in the spot map, a TS~farmer team conducted
walk-throughs. 1In all, 10 TS-farmer walk-throughs took place,
with one conducted jointly by farmers in two rotational areas and
another by farmers in four areas (see Table A30 for details) .
These walk-throughs covered 11 (of the 23) areas where farmers had
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completed their paper location of canal and ditch routes. The walk-
through team was usually composed of about six leaders, five members,
COs, two or three design and/or survey section personnel. Often

the zone engineer also joinecd the group.

A TS-farmer walk-through covered between half a kilometer to
5> kilometers, and took about 25 minutes to 3.5 hours. It usually
proceeded in the following manner. TS and farme.'s started from a
juncture closest to a road or, in case of a walk-through immediately
after a T5-farmer conference, the group started walking from their
meeting place. During the walk-through, the team made several
stops. A*%’‘each stop, TS and farmers studied the spot map then
discusscd, among other things, the contour or elevation of the
suggested route. 1In case a ditch line was not considered as tech-
nically feasiblz by TS, the team then proceeded to identify alterna-
tive routes. On the other hand, whenever a line was found feasible,
TS noted this down. At the end of the walk~through, the team would
have delineated the temporary ditch lines which would be covered by
the survey team and the structures which would have to be constructed
at certain points of a canal or ditch.

1hie ditch lines which were tentatively identified during the
walk-throughs generally approximated the farmers' rather than the
TS' proposed routes (see, for example, Figure 19 and compare this
with Figures 17 and 18). 1In some cases, the tentatively defined
routes deviated from the farmers' suggested lines. Farmer~proposed
lines were revised during the walk~through when the TS-farmer team
found out that the ditch routes would cut through high grounds or
easily flooded areas, or that the proposed ditches were located too
close to cvach other. Nonetheless, the tcam understood that the
final ditch routes would be established only after a survey of the
area had been conducted. Because of this, TS decided in March 1982
to combine the two activities--walk-through and survey--to allow
on-the-spot finalization of canal and ditch lines.,

Some examples of tentative agreements reached during the TS-
farmer walk-throughs include the following.

i. In RAMC-18-A, the team confirmed farmers' proposal to
extend a ditch to reach two farms located at the other
side of tue road, thus TS suggested a road crossing.
The team also agreed to convert an existing SFD, which
was identified in the farmers' paper location, into a
main farm ditch; to install a division box with drop
near farmer-JA's land (suggested by TS); to shorten
SFD-1 because TS found the farmer-suggested line too
long, although this meant that about 9 hectares of
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riceland would not be served by the area's turnout; to
widen an existing drainage ditch (nect found in the
farmers' spot map): and to Y“old a survey of the area
the following week.

In RAMC-18, the team agreed to use the existing SFDs

as proposed in both the farmers' and TS' paper location
of lines; to follow the farmer-identified route of an
SFD which would serve farms of former Subgroup 10
members; to build TS' suggested farm ditch crossings in
SFD-1, SFD-3, and SFD-4; to construct a road crossing
proposed by TS in SFD-4; and to inform the survey
cection head of the farmers' pronosed schedule of the
survey of the area through CO-1 and the zone engineer.

In RAMC-SP-4, the team decided to follow the farmers'
suggestion that the proposed Lateral M would take off
at the existing vertical drop in RAMC-18 and that the
identified Lateral M route would cut through a high
ground. The team also agreed to TS' suggestion of
dividing the area into two because the proposed main
farm ditch exceeded 2 kilometers thus two turnouts may
be installed; and assigned CO-1 to inform the survev
section of the farmers' proposed survey schedule.

In RALAT-K~SF-1, the team accepted the farmer-proposed
routes for SFD-1 and SFD-2 (as indicated in the spot
map) , anu also the farmer-proposed route for SFD-3

(but this ditch was rerouted to cut through high grounds
to avoid traversing farm lots).

In RALAT-K-S5P-3, the team agreed to have a turnout
irstalled after the existiag road crossing (outlet) as
suggested by farmers, thereby increasing the area
coverage by another 2 hectares; and decided to conduct
a survey of the area four days after the walk-through.

In’ RALAT-L-6, the team investigated the farmers' pro-
posal to reroute a 300-meter stretch of the existing
Lateral L and the farmers' proposed ditch routes.

The team tentatively agreed on the rerouted Lateral L
line and decided tu have the area surveyed to check on
the technical feasibility of the new route.

In RALAT-L-7, the team agreed to ask the survey section
to verify the feasibility of farmers' proposal to
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extend an SFD in RALAT-I-6 to a section in RALAT-IL-7
which could not possibly be served by the latter's
turnout.

These agreements were discussed in TS-farmer meetings con-
vened after the walk-through., The farmers present were usually
asked to comment on the tentatively delineated lines and struc-
tures. 1In general, they supported the agreements reacl.ed during
the walk-throughs. COs, TS, and leaders kept reminding the
farmers that the final lines would be determined only after the
survey team had investigated the canal and ditch lines.

Locating canal and ditch
lines with the TS78

After the farmers had finished their spot map and had
verified it in a walk-through with 2ZE and/or the project's design
and survey personnel, farmers then requested TS to survey the area.
The survey (location of lines) was scheduled during either farmers'
meetings and leaders' planning sessions or TS-farmer walk-throughs
and/or conferences. 1In most cases, (COs and/or ZE relayed farmers'
desire to the project's survey section head about their request
for a survey. The survey section head then confirmed the survey
schedule.

In all, 20 (of the 23) areas with completed maps were covered
by the Survey team. Of these, four were resurveyed after the
initial location of canals and ditches yielded inconclusive results.
The survey personnel were accompanied by an average of six farmers
per day (see Table A31). The surveys took from one to five days,
depending on the size of the acrea, the length of tle canals or
ditches to be covered, and weather conditions.

During the location of canal and ditch lines, the TS-farmer
Survey team utilized the spot map as guide. The farmers assisted
TS by carrying the survey instruments and stakes. . . areas where
TS had to stay for several days, the leaders either helped arrange
TS' lodging or provided TS free bed and board.

78Apart from the location of lines, the survey se~tion
undertook traverse, profile, and cross-section of Lateral K in May
1981 and again in February 1982, and of Lateral L in November 1981
and January 1982,
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After a canal or ditch line had been confirmed by the survey
team, TS and farmers planted a stake every 20 meters to indicate
the location. TS also undertook other measurements to identify
the surveyed canal and ditch routes.

The results of these surveys varied from one area to
another. In at least 8 of the 18 areas for which survey results
were obtained by the research team, the survey simply confirmed
ditch routes and stru tures indicated in farmers' spot maps and
endorsed during the TS~fanner walk-throughs (see examples in
Table A31). 1n 6 other areas, the survey identified final canal
and ditch lines which departed partially from agreements reached
during the TS-famner walk-throughs, The divergence between the
results of TS-farmer walk-through and those obtained during surveys
ranged from dropping off one of the several lines proposed by the
TS-farmer walk-through (compare, for instance, Figure 20 with
Figure 16) to rclocating 2 or more of the terminal facilities
(see Figures 22 and 23 and compare taem with Figures 21 and 19,
respectively). 1In the remaining 4 areas, the survey introdnced
substantiul changes in the farmer -proposed location of terminal
facilities; in these cases, the fiunal lines were determined only
after a second survey of the area (for details, see Table A31).

{n most cases, the survey results supported the farmers'
judgments on which canal and ditch lines were appropriate or not.
When changes in these linec were made, it was generally because
of any of the following reasons: (1) a section of a ditch or canal
would cut. through high grounds; (2) a turnout, if relccated, could
serve a larger area; (3) the farmers' proposed canal/ditch network
could be simplified without loss of area coverage; or (4) the
farms in a rotational area could be better served if two turnouts
were to be constructed, thus calling for the division of the area
into two and the redefinition of the ditch network in these areas.

Survey findings which were adjudged by farmers to be con-
tentious were discussed during subsequent farmers' meetings.
The following cases highlight the focus of post-survey delibera-
tions which took place in the documentation zones.

1. In two former Zone IV-A creas (RALAT-N-1 and RALAT-N-2) ,
the farmers' meetings which were held about a week after
the end of the survey of the proposed Lateral N elicited
the following comments: because TS covered a low-1lying
area instead of surveying a possible liigher canal line
nearer the Masoli (Bato) road as irdicated in the
farmers' spot map, the surveyed route would not serve
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Figure 20. Final location of terminal facilities in RALAT-L-6 as
identified by TS-farmer survey team, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:162

LEGEND

Turnout ¢/’
Division box .
End check

MFD,
Municipal road 4{ j
M/ j Lateral K

e L
 SFD~1

/ o\

N
S \
/../ N )
.y
/
!
\

jnoo

\

‘Figure 21. Farmers' proposed location of terminal facilities
for RALAT-K-6, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project




Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:163

/ SFD-2 \&,
! g\\:ateral K
LEGEND \ \)\
6 Turnout
O Division box
L  End check

4

o ]

K

/
!
\

Municipal road

\

Figure 22,

Final location of terminal facilities in RALAT-K-6 as

identified by T3-farmer survey team, Rinconada/Buhi-ILalo project



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:164

—" T
& Turnout
O Dpivision box
C End check A
—— Barangay road ///
Barangay .

|

SFD-3

@
e

Main canal

Figure 23. Final location of terminal facilities in RAMC-19 as

identified by TS-farmer survey team, Rinconada/Buhi-Lalo project



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:165

as many farmers as that suggested by their map; and TS
continued the survey even if only a few farmers went
with them. On the other hand, some farmers present
during the meeting said that they should not meddle with
the survey as TS knew best. 1In response to this, COs
and farmer-leaders stressed that farmers should partic-
ipate in the delineation of canal and ditch lines. (A
resurvey of Lateral N was subsequently done. This survey
confirmed the route earlier taken by TS. In RALAT-N-1,
the TS-defined route was finally accepted because it
would serve a larger area. In RALAT-N-2, a landowner
acceded to TS plan to cut the lateral before a hill to
avoid excavation.)

Farmers in a former Zone III-B area (RAMC~SP-4) were

told ir early October 1981 that their farms could not

be served by either the main canal or by Lateral M,
Specifically, the survey results indicated that con-
structing the section of Lateral M where RAMC-SP-4 would
draw water was not feasible since the natural ground was
higher by 4.2 meters than the water surface elevation.
The farmers were concerned that this might mean that the
area would have to be omitted from the project unless an
alternative route was found. On 23 October, the leaders
agreed to coordinate with Zone IV-B RALAT-M-1 and RALAT-
M-2 leaders in connection with the "phasing out" of RAMC-
SP-4. On 8 November, a joint farmers' meeting for RAMC-
SP-4, RALAT-M-1, and RALAT-M-2 took place. In this meet-
ing, a design section assistant and the survey section
head, who were invited to the meeting, told the farmers
that RAMC-SP-4 would be eliminated because it was not
technically feasible to irr gate it; however, RALAT-M-1
and RALAT-M-2 farmers had no cause to worry as they
would not be affected by the elimination of RAMC-SP-4.

To prevent the elimination of RAMC-SP-4 from the
project area, the farmers proposed the following alter-
natives: (1) NIA provide pumps to farmers whose lands
were located on high grounds; (2) NIA reroute the pro-
posed Lateral M; or (3) NIA elevate a portion of the
main canal in RAMC-17 so that water could reach the
RAMC-S5P-4 area. In response, the survey section head
and the design section assistant took turns in explaining
that: they could not promise that NIA would provide the
proposed irrigation pump; the proposed Lateral M could
not be rerouted because the canal was already close to
the main canal; and elevating a portion of the main canal
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in RAMC-17 was neither technically nor economically
feasible. After these explanations, the farmers of RAMC-
SP-4 lamented the fact that their efforts had been
wasted.

3. In RALAT-<-2, leaders had not understood that they haad
to indicate secondary farm ditches on their spot map.
They learned of this need on 19 March 1982 when they
discussed the survey rasults. Because the survey team
would only investigate ditch lines after farmers had
prepared their proposed routes, the leaders held a walk-
through four days after the meeting; they identified a
supplementary ditch parallel to the main farm ditch
(which was confirmed by the technical survey team).
After confirming the suggested SFD line during their
26 March 1982 meeting, the Ffaxmers decided to request
another survey of the area four days hence.

After the technical survey team had finalized the location
of canals, ditches, and canal or ditch structures in a rotational
area, it then turned over the survey data to the design section for
the preparation of the final design of the area's system facilities.

Negotiating for rights of way

Farmers in the documentation zones participated in right-of-
way negotiations for land to be used by the service or access
road, the lateral canal, and the main and supplementary farm
ditches.’? For land needed for the road and the lateral canals,
both the farmers and members of the project's ROW section worked
on obtaining ROW. But for lands needed for main and supplementary
farm ditches, ROW negotiations were undertaken exclusively by the
farmers and consequently were done independently of the road and
lateral negotiations. Farmers prepared for their involvement in
ROW negotiations by creating a ROW committee in their rotational
area.

ROW negotiations for access roads and lateral canals. During
informal conversations and planning sessions witu leaders, COs

79 20w negotiations for the site of the water management
technologist's working station in Salvacion, Iriga City was under-
taken by the project's ROW section personnel.



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:167

continually reviewed project activities, one of which involved ROW
negotiaticns with landowners whose properties would be traversed
by a proposed road or lateral canal. For these facilities,
leaders were told that project's ROW section assistants would also
conduct ROW negotiations with affected landowners. However, it was
not initially made clear how the work would be divided between the
farmer-negotiators and the NIA assistants. Thus although the
leaders readily accepted the responsibility of seeking ROW, they
were subsequently peeved when they discovered that a personnel of
the project's ROW section was meeting with landowners with whom
they had alicady initiated ROW negotiations. Moreover, the
leaders considered the presence of the NIA personnel in their area
as undermining their efforts because a number of landowners pre-
ferred to discuss ROW matters with an "official" negotiator (that
is, the ROW section personnel) than with them. This problem was
mitigated when a NIA staff member began to coordinate his activi-
ties with the farmer-ncgotiators. Nonetheless, because some
landowners refus ? to negotiate unless with NIA personnel, the
latter was generally more successful in his attempcs than the
leaders.

Before the farmer-negotiators (usually the overall area
chairman, the farmers' ROW committee members, and other leaders)
began ROW negotiations for the service road and lateral canal,
they were provided by the project office with ROW forms which they
would present to landowners for the latter's signature. When Zone
III-B leaders undertook RGW negotiations for the access road in
August and September 1981, they met with landowners in groups of
two to four. The leaders explained th. purpose of their visit
(which was to secure the landowner's signature on the ROW form),
the amount of land which would be needed by the road (based on the
data provided by the project office), and the requirements which
the Iandowner would have to accomplish before he could claim pay-
ment for ROW damages. Wheroe leaders assessed a particular land-
owner to be a potential problem, the farmer-negotiators sought the
assistance of the owner's tenant(s) and/or of other individuals
who they acknowledged to have some influence on the landowner.

When leaders in the documentation zones were mobilized to
assist in ROW negotiations for Lateral K (in Zone ILI-B) and for
the access road (in IV-A) beginning January 1982, leaders from
several rotational areas convened to coordinate their negotiation
efforts. Moreover, the leaders of the two zones selected their
respective ROW coordinators. In Zone 111-B, the elected ROW nego-
tiator was RALAT-K-5 secretary; in Zone TV-A, the acting RALAT-L-4
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overall chairman. &° In the course of their involvement in ROW

negotiations, the leaders met with a few problems. An example of
a ROW problem encountered in Zone III-B and its resolution is &s
follows.

When farmer-negotiators met with a RALAT-K-2 land-
owner to securc his approval on the widening of a
section of Lateral K on his land, this landowner proposed
that the existing lateral caunal section on his land be
filled up so he could cultivate the land, and the canal
be rerouted to his adjoining coconut land. He refused to
grant ROW for the widening of the canal hecause he reured
that it might take another three meters of his ricelund.
He took this position for about a month, during which tiue
ais tenants persisted in urging him to sign the ROW docu-
ment. The lardowner was finally persuaded by his tenants
to sign the ROV form for the widening of the Lateral K
section on his riceland.

By end of March 1982, ROW negotiations for lands affected
by the access road to be built along the main canal in Zone III-B
were completed. In fact, the road construction was concluded
during the month. Meanwhile, ROW negetiations for Lateral K and
for the access road tc be constructed along Laterals K and L had
not been completed by the end of the research in March 1982.

RMW negotiations for terminal facilities. Farmers initiated
their ROW negotiations for main and supplementary farm ditches
soon after they completed their first walk-throughs to, delineate
possible canal and ditch lines. These ROW negotiation attempts,
however, were geared basically toward assessing potential problem
Jandowners. Actual negotiations took place after the leaders'
paper location of canal and ditch lines had beern confirmed by

®%For the period 16 March 1982 to 15 April 1982, these coor-
dinators would be paid by NIA an "incentive" amcunting to B14.94
per day, or a maximum incentive of ®#323 (corresponding to 22
working days). The amount would be shared by the coordinator with
farmers who have successfully negotiated ROW for the lateral canal
and access road. The amount paid to farmer-negotiators would cover
any transportation expenses they might have incuzred during their
ROW negot.ations.
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members of the rotational area.®! The ROW committees hegotiated
with landowners affected by the proposed farm ditches within the
second to the fourth month after their formation; in & few areas,
however, these committees began work seven months after their
creation (for details, see Table A3Z}. 'The delay in the initiation
of ROW negotiations for farm ditches basically resulted from the
delay in the finalization of the farmers' spot map and paper loca-
tion of casal and ditch lines.

Decisions on when actual ROW negotiations for terminal
facilities should commence were often made during leaders' plan-
ning sessions and/or farmers' meetings.82 In the case of three
Zone 1IV-A areas {RATAT-1-6, RALAT-L-7, and RALAT~1~8) , farmers
agreed in March 1982 to defer ROW negotiations until after the
release of the final designs by the project cffice.

The farmers' ROW negotiation team was usually composed of
the area chairman (and vice-chairman, if one was elected), and the
head and members of the ROW committee.®? Each of these leaders
volunteered to meet with specific landcwners; they then negotiated
for the land needed by the farm ditches either individually or by
pairs. ‘The ROW negotiators normally visited the landowners
concerned at the latter's home. But where the owner resides
outside the community (that is, in the city or town center), the
leaders usually informed the landowner's tenant(s) that part of

811h a number of areas (such as RALAT-K-4 and RALAT--K-7),
farmers agreed to conduct ROW negotiations for the tesminal
facilitias before inviting the project's survey team to undertake
locaticn of lines in their respective areas.

%21n RALAT-K-2, farmers also decided to hold tenants
responsible for negotiating with their respective landowners for
ROM.

831n two Zone III-B areas, however, ROW negotiations were
initiated by leaders other than those sitting in the committee.
Ir: FALAT-K-4, the spot~map committze chairman was most active after
the ROW chairman begged off owing to his o0ld age and the committee
members claimed to be preoccupied with farm work. 1In RALAT-K-5,
the area secretary initiated the ROW negotiations because he had
more time to spare than the ROW committee members.
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the owner's land would be needed for a farm ditch, and the leaders
urged the tenants to persuade their landowner to grant ROW. 1In
cases of owner-cultivators who lived elsewhere, the leaders either
reguested one of them to meet with the owner at his residence or
they waited for the owner-cultivator to work in his ricefields.
While written ROW permits were secured for the access road and
lateral canals, the ROW negotiators settled for a verbal permission
from the landowners to have a ditch constructed on their farm.

Generally, landowners gave their consent to have a ditch
constructed on their property; however, many preferred that a
ditch be located along z side of their farm rather than have a
ditch cross it. Three examples of problems encountered by the ROW
negotiators are as follows.

1. In January 1982, a widow in RALAT-L~1 allowed the survey
team to conduct a survey on her land but objected to the
construction of the propesed main farm ditch on her farm.
She explained that an inoperable main canal already
traversed her property, and she expected the proposed
service road (which would be built along the main canal)
to cross her land, too. She added that the construction
of the MFD on her land would further reduce her farm lot
which is her only source of income. When farmer-
negotiators approached her in February, she suggested
the rerouting of the MFD. 1In March, the farmer-leaders
and TS had found an alternative route which would avoid
the widow's land.

2. During the ROW campaign in RAMC-18, a share .tenant (AB)
granted verbal ROW permission but refused to sign any
ROW form. It appeared that when the ROW committee
chairman presented the form for AB's signature, the
leader inadvertently indicated that a lateral canal,
instead of the proposed supplementary farm ditch, would
traverse AB's land. Consequently, AB became suspicious
and did not want to sign the form presented by the
leader. Moreover, AB's landlord apparently wanted to
inspect the contents of the ROW form and to meet with a
NIA ROW personnel before any ROW was granted on his land.
This problem was resolved two months later, at which
time a ROW section assistant had negotiated with AB's
landowner and the latter had finally signed the ROW form.
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3. Another RAMC-18 farmer refused to sign the ROW Fform
because he claimed that the proposed supplementary farm
ditch which was planned to cross his land would cut off
the flow of excess water from the upper portion of his
ferm. Thus this (upper) portion could be flooded because
excess water would converge in that area. He, therefore,
Suggested (to the ROW committee chairman) that the pro-
posed ditch be relocated closer to the lower edge of his
rice farm. His proposal was brought to the attention of
the zone engineer the following month. The engineer
promised to have the survey teaw .identify an alternative
route. By end of March 1982, a survey had yet to be
undertaken for this purpose.

Conducting other pre-
construction activities

Beginning December 1981, COs and Zone IV-A farmer-leaders
discussed activities which farmers could undertake after the spot
map had been prepared and a survey of the area had been held.

In Zone III-B, COs began mobilizing farmer-leaders to plan for post-
Survey, preconstruction activities in March 1982. 1In this
connection, (0Os and leaders agreed to take the farmers to Upper

Ialo to acquaint them with various irrigation facilities and to

help them determine the System facilities which they could construct
themselves when ILower Lalo moves to the construction phase.
Moreover, Zone IV-A COs and leaders decided to initiate manpower

laventory in preparation for construction.

Subsequently, leaders convened farmers in their respective
areas to discuss the prospective field trip and the conduct of a
manpower inventory in the area. During the meeting, the farmers
agreed to draft a letter requesting the project office for a
vehicle to ferry them from their area to Upper Lalo and back.
The letter was delivered to the project office by the overall
chairman. The schedule of the field trip and the availability of
a vehicle was'subsequently confirmed by the chief of the farmers'
assistance division.

Of the six rotational areas in the documentation zonss which
planned a trip to Upper Lalo, four (in Zone 1V-A) undertook the trip
(see Table A33). Between 27 and 65 farmers joined the field trip.
NIA provided a bus which transported the farmers from their com-
munity of residence to Upper Lalo and back. (In one instance, the
field trip participants were originally scheduled to leave for
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Upper Lalo in the morning but transportation problems delayed their
departure until the afternoon.)

The farmers also visited the National Power Corporation's
forebay dam in Upper Lalo. Moreover, they irspected flumes, foot-
bridges, and terminal facilities found in one of the three Upper
Lalo zones. The zone engineer briefed the farmers on the functions
of the various irrigation facilities visited. When some field-
trip participants were interviewed after the trip, they speculated
that, given the status of construction in Upper Lalo, it would not
be long before construction work would start in Lower Lalo.

As an offshoot of the farmers' field trips to Upper Lalo,
farmer-leaders in two Zone IV-A areas started manpower inventory
in their respective areas in February 1982. 1In one area (RALAT-L-2),
the activity was completed in the same month. The inventory was
undertaken by the area's overall chairman and the spot-map com-
mittee chairman.®* They conducted house-to-house visits and
interviewed adult male family members about their work experience
outside rice-farming. By end of February 1982,..they had listed
12 masons, 5 carpenters, and 5 laborers.

Summary of Project Activities

The research in Lower Lalo, which covered the period from
January 1981 to March 1982, witnessed farmers, COs, and TS under-
taking various tasks in preparation for construction of irrigation
facilities in the two documentation zones. Preconstruction activi-
ties had been categorized into organizing and technical tasks.

As in Upper Lalo, organizing efforts began with COs' integration
with the communities in their assigned zones. CO's work was aimed
at accomplishing two things: mobilizing farmers for participation in
technical activities, and organizing farmers at the rotational-area
level and eventually forming farmers in a zone into irrigators'
asgociations.

Farmers in the two Lower Lalo documentation zones undertook
the following preconstruction technical tasks: preparing their
(farmers') own paper location of terminal facilities; negotiating

8%The membership committee was originally assiyned to the task
but its members begged off, stating that they did not fully under-
stand the activity.
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with TS on the final location of canals, ditches, and canal struc-
tures (beginning March 1981) ; obtaining rights of way for the canal
and ditch routes (starting August 1981) which they had identified

in consultation with TS; surveying and staking out ditch lines (from
June 1981); receiving orientation on irrigation facilities; and in
Some areas. conducting manpower inventory (beginning December 1981) .
These activities were initiated in diiferent areas at different
times. Thus, by March 1982, farmers in a few areas had yet to
conclude all these preconstruction activities.

When the documentation research period ended in March 1982,
farmers were poised to engage in construction. Having played an
active rcle in determining the canal and ditch network in their
respective rotational areas, farmers expected to have a hand in
constructing these facilities. Their activities during the past
15 months, thererore, served as the first of several stages of
irrigation system development leading toward the construction of
an irrigation system which farmers could be interested in operating
and maintaining.



IV. COORDINATION AMONG THIE PROJECT STAFF

The implementation of the participatory approach in the Buhi-Lalo
project required coordination between and among the project's
organizing and technical staffs. Their coordination efforts
occurred both in the field and in the project office. This chapter
discusses the coordination activities which took place from
December 1980 to March 1982 between COs and TS and among COs them-
selves,

Coordination between COs and TS

COs and TS coordinated their tasks informally in the field or
during formal sessions convened by the project management, Their
informal coordination, particularly between COs and ZEs, took place
while they were at work or at home. Their formal coordination
sessions, in turn, took the form of seminar-workshops and monthly
meetings.

Coordination in the field

The project office's instructions that COs and ZEs reside in
their work area facilitated a close and immediate coordination of
tasks. Their own decision to live in the same house (that is, board
with a farmer's family as in the case of Zones I-A and I-B COs and
2Es) further afforded an opportunity for each to learn and under-
stand the other's work.

Until mid-March 1981 (at which time construction activities
in the area were resumed), Upper Lalo COs and ZEs concentrated their
coordination on preparing farmers to undertake preconstruction meet-
ings and activities like review of NIA's paper location of terminal
facilities, walk-throughs, and right-of-way negotiations.85 In

®5as explained earlier, construction activities in Upper Lalo
began in May 1980; these were suspended between January and March
1981 to enable COs to prepare farmers for involvement in the design
and construction of farm ditches and other terminal facilities.

174
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Lower Lalo, beginning June 1981 until end of March 1982, O0s and
ZEs began to prepare farmers for preconstruction activities such
as walk-throughs, right-of-way negotiations, surveys, and TS-
farmer conferences on canal and ditch locations.

In Upper Lalo as in Lower Lalo, ZEs often accompanied COs
as they conducted groundwork meetings with farmers on activities
preparatory to construction. During farmers' meetings, ZEs and
COs took turns explaining the Buhi-Lalo project, the importance of
farmers' participation in the project, the TS' paper location of
canals and ditches, and the specific requirements for construction.
Since COs and ZEs were often together, they could easily plan and
assess the field needs jointly. During such a session, CCs provided
background information on conditions affecting the farmers (such
as farm work, problems encountered in ROW neaotiations, and pre~
ferences for cunal or ditch lines). 1In turn, ZEs provided office-
derived and technical information pertaining to preconstruction
work (like need for additional survey data for design revisions
and pay arrangements for ROW damages). COs referred to ZEs
technical problems which were encountered by farmers (for example,
proposed rerouting of a surveyed canal or ditch line).

When construction resumed in Upper Lalo in March 1981, Upper
Lalo COs and ZEs continued to coordinate their respective tasks,
although not as frequently as in earlier months because of diverg-
ing work thrusts. While Zi&s became busily engaged in the day-to-
day supervision of ongoing construction activities, COs attended
to organizing new groups of farmers and/cr preparing farmers for
construction ja their own areas. Halfway through the construction
phase, COs assisted farmers in preparing the terms and conditions
for farmers' takeover of partial system operation and maintenance,
and in organizing themselves into irrigators' associations. Despite
their individual preoccupatiocns, COs and ZEs still conferred on
schedules of preconstruction, construction, and postconstruction
tasks, as well as on the need and kind of follow-up work required
of each of them.

With the phase out of construction activities in Upper Lalo
in early 1982, coordination needs between COs and ZEs diminished
markedly. Moxeover, in February 1982 each Upper Lalo ZE was
assigned to cover one or two Lower Lalo zones for two days a week
and attended to his Upper Lalo zone assignment for the remaining
three days. By this time, too, COs were heavily involved in assist-
ing the newly-organized irrigators' associations prepare the
requirements for their respective registration with the Securities
and Exchange Commission, finalize their terms and conditions for
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assuming partial system operation and maintenance responsibilities,
and undertake organizational activities.

Apart from holding their respective informal coordination
sessions, COs and ZEs synchronized their work with other TS. Thus
if the presence of other TS was necessary in an activity, for
example, attendance of surveyors in a walk-through, either COs or
ZEs made arrangements with them. If they needed advice or informa-
tion that could not be derived from each other, they sought these
from whoever was knowledgeable in the project office.

Seminar-workshops

Between December 1980 and March 1982, C0s and TS held two
seminar-workshops at the NIA regional training center in lLa Trinidad,
Irina City. The first took place on 14-17 December 1980. During
this workshop, COs and TS prepared separate institutional and tech-
nical work programs for implementation in 1981, They then integrated
and finalized these work programs.

The second was a staff development program workshop that was
conducted on 25-27 Februaxy 1981. It aimed to provide both COs and
TS a better understanding of the concepts and skills of community
organizing thereby helping COs to perform better in the field and TS
to appreciate COs' work and coordinate better with them. The program
consisted of six training modules, namely: (1) the participants'
learning objectives, (2) community organization, (3) the change
agent, (4) small group organizing, (5) community leadership develop-
ment, and (6) grassroots organizing, analyses of cases, and dynamics
of group discussions. (The activities and issues discussed in each
irodule appear in detail in the Upper Lalo monthly documentation
report no. 2.) In conducting the program, the facilitators (the
two institutional development consultants, who were assisted by the
Upper Lalo COs' supervisor) employed a combination of strategies:
lectures, small group discussions and reports, plenary discussions,
individual questionnaire, case study analyses, and reading handouts.

Monthly coordination

meetings
From January 1981 to March 1982, 19 TS-CO coordination

meetings took place. Of these, 8 were convened for Upper and Lower
Lalo COs and ZEs; 8, exclusively for Upper Lalo COs and ZEs; and 3,
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exclusively for Lower Lalo COs and ZEs (for details, see Table

9) .86 Apart from the field staff, the different division (that
is, construction, engineering, and farmers' assistance) chiefs

and various section heads of these divisions attended the coor-
diniation meetings. Except on one or two occasions, the project
manager presided over the sessions.

The coordination meetings covered issues and/or problems
related to design, survey, right of way, construction, and system
management and fee collection. These sessions also discussed
administrative matters like forms to fill out, field reassignments,
work leaves, and request for motorcycles for ZEs and other field
personnel. While COs and TS of both Upper Lalo and lower Lalo
shared common general concerns, Upper Lalo and Lower Lalo field
personnel brought out varying specific issues. These differences
basically stemmed from the level of development efforts and wype
of project activities then being undertaken in Upper Lalo and
in Lower lLalo.

Some of the major topics discussed during the coordination
meetings are as follows.

Design. 1In connection with farmers' input in designing the
system, the engineering division (particularly the design section)
personnel coordinated with both ZEs and Cos concerning canal and
ditch lines proposed by farmers. 1In July 1981, the design
section head asked Lower Lalo COs to provide his section with
farmers' spot maps to guide them in the preparation of final canal
and ditch designs.

To facilitate design revisions for Upper Lalo, the engineering
division chief requested in March 1981 more specific guidelines
for treating revisions suggested by Upper Lalo farmers. He com-
plained that ZEs and COs orally informed his design personnel about
farmers' suggested revisions. A number of these reports were vague,
hence, the design staff could not respond effectively to farmers'
proposals. He, therefore, insisted that a written report on
requests for revisions be prepared. This report should include the

86During the first four months of the documentation research
period, TS-CO coordination meetings were limited to Upper Lalo
because ZEs were assigned to some zones of the Lower Lalo area
only in May 1981.
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Table 9. Selected information on TS-CO coordination meetings in
the Buhi-Lalo project: Maxch 1981 to March 1982

Month No. of COs and ZEs involved?@
sessions

March 1981 2 Upper Lalo

April 1 Upper Lalo

May 2 Upper Lalo (1)P, Lower Lalo (1)

June 2 Upper Lalo (1), Lower Lalo (1)

July 1 Upper and Lower Lalo

August 3 Upper Lalo

September 1 Upper and Lower Lalo

October 1 Upper and Lower Lalo

November 1 Upper Lalo

Decembexr - -

January 1982 2 Upper and Lower Lalo

February - -

March 3 Upper and Lower Lalo (2),

Lower Lalo (1)

Appart from these field personnel, the project manager,
division chiefs and section heads often attended the CO-TS coor-
dination session.

brhe figures in parentheses pertain to the number of
sessions held exclusively for COs and TS assigned in Upper Lalo
or in Lower Lalo.

reasons for the requests as well as other supporting data. 1In
response to the chief's complaint, the following procedures were
articulated in the same month. (These procedures were also
immediately adopted.)

1. 2Es should submit to the engineering division chief
a list of the farmers' proposed revisions, correspond-
ing reasons, and their (ZEs') opinion on the farmexs'
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suggestions. To speed up the process of revising the
terminal facilities in such area, ZEs would also indicate
on the layout map of the rotational area the revisions
suggested by farmers.

If members of the design staff find the suggested
revisions reasonable, the engineering chief would advise
the survey staff to undertake a resurvey of the affected
area or, if the designs could be changed without a
resurvey, he would direct the design staff to proceed
with revising the designs;

ZEs may, from time to time, inquire from the engineering
division on the status of the requested revisions; and

When the revised design (and cost estimates) for terminal
facilities become available, ZEs should refer them to
farmers for the latter's confirmation and to enable
farmers to prepare for construction.

As regards the work of the design section on Lower Lalo, TS
and COs discussed the following problems.

1.

Difficulties of ascertaining the measurements of exist-
ing canals and canal structures. In September, a

design section assistant reported that canal structures
in Lower Lalo appeared to be very small. However, the
design staff could not take dimension measurements
because the structures were covered with soil. Con-
sequently, the design staff could not determine the
extent by which the structures would be expanded. The
design section head then asked the construction division
to assist them in measuring the earth-covered structures.
The project manager asked the design head to submit his
estimate of the manpower and time requirements of the
activity. The construction division chief, however,
advised the design staff to refer to the old plans

(that is, the plans for the existing structures) for

the structures' measurements,

Progress of design preparation. In October, the design
section head said that the design for the 13-kilometer
new main canal had been completed but design of turnouts
had to wait until after walk-throughs had been conducted.
Moreover, design of lateral canals would start only in
November because his staff had been previously occupied
with the finalization of plans and designs for Upper Lalo.
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On 26 November, the design section head disclosed
that his staff was behind schedule by almost 10 months.
He proposed that COs accelerate their organizing work
particularly at the lateral level (that is, preparing
farmers for participation in walk-throughs and/or survey)
to enable the design staff to move on. COs countered
that the "participative principle" should not be sacri-
ficed for speed, and that their own progress had been
deterred by the size of their zone assignment. It was
finally agreed that Zone IV-B CO would be assisted by two
COs who were assigned to upstream Lower Lalo zones; by
working together, COs expected that farmers to be served
by Lateral M could be organized by 15 December. The
project manager announced that if this scheme suc-
ceeded, it would be replicated in the remaining down-
Stream zones (V-A, V-B, and VI-A). (The scheme, however,
was never implemented in other zones.)

Survey. To synchronize technical and institutional activi-
ties, COs and TS generally discussed the schedule of survey work to
be undertaken in Upper Lalo and in Lower Lalo. The engineering
division staff stressed that finalization of designs depended on
the results of survey activities in particular rotational areas.
Meanwhile, survey, particularly in Lower Lalo, would commence after
farmers had confirmed their suggested canal and/or ditch lines in
walk-throughs although traverse, profile, and cross~sections could
be undertaken in lateral canals prior to farmers' walk-throughs.

The following issues and/or problems emerged during the
coordination meetings.

1. Errors in survey works. In September, the construction
division chief pointed out that the survey team, parti-
cularly those involved in leveling, did not conduct
adequate "checking back" of survey data. He cited the
canal lining of the left connector canal as a case in
point. 1In response, the survey section head explained
that these errors were due to defective instruments.

The project manager then remarked that defective instru-
ments should not be made an excuse because surveyors must
be able to detect defects in the instruments and act
accordingly. He referred the survey team to a handbook
on testing instruments, and advised the surveyors to
avoid such errors in the future.
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Need for additional Surveyors. 1In May, Zone II-A ZE asked
that an additional survey team be deployed in his area so
that farmer-requested surveys could be undertaken imme-
diately. The survey section head explained that his

Upper Lalo survey teams were working to the hilt and

other survey personnel had been ficlded to Lower Lalo
because of urgent demands there. The project manager then
proposed that ZEs and farmers conduct some survey tasks
since ZEs could handle the survey instruments themselves.
Zone II-A ZE, however, said that ZEs in Upper Lalo were
busy supervising construction activities.

To miniinize the demand for Survey teams _n Upper
Lalo, the project manager announced that accomplishment
surveys of completed terminal facilities would be waived.
Instead, ZEs would certify whether or not the farm
ditches had been built according to design specifications.
In this connection, he recommended two ways for ZEs to
accomplish the required certification: ZEs walk the
length of the ditch to inspect the quality of the com-
pleted job, and ZEs test-run the ditch to see if it were
operational. ZEs' personal supervision of ditch construc-
tion could also help tarmer~contractors ensure that the
job is done properly. The project manager explained that
replacing the accomplishment survey with the ZEs' written
certification would also facilitate the early completion
of construction activity and release of payment for con-
Struction laborers. (By October 1981, however, ZEs were
too busy supervising construction works that the project
office had to revert to the accomplishment syrveys.)

In November, the Upper Lalo COs' supervisor remarked
that the survey teams could not cope with the demand for
survey works in Upper Lalo. The survey section head then
replied that he would deploy more surveyors to reinforce
the teams then working in Upper Lalo.

Right-of-way negotiations. To help the field personnel answer

questions on payment for ROW damages and/or to assist farmer-
negotiators, the project manager and the ROW section head provided
the following guidelines.

1.

Requirements to be fulfilled by ROW-payment claimants.

In June, the ROW section head announced that ROW-payment
claimants should accomplish the following requirements:

a ROW agreement signed by NIA and the landowner concerned
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and the landowner's tax declaration which should indicate
all land improvements. In connection with the second
requirement, the ROW section head informed COs and TS in
Septembelr that a team from different municipality asses-
sor's offices would visit the field every Friday and
Saturday beginning the last week of September to assist
the farmers in specifying in their tax declaration forms
the improvements made cn their lands.

Assistance to farmer-negotiators. In June, the projzct

manager stated that if the farmers' ROW committees fail
to convince landowners, the project's ROW section would
try to secure the needed ROW agreement.

In March 1982, the proiject manager remarked that the
new main canal in Lower Lalo should be constructed soonest
to prevent excess water from overflowing during the wet
season. The access road, he said, had to be completed
before the start of canal construction. Zone IV-A CO-1
expressed concern over the staking of the access road
while ROW negotiations for it had yet to be concluded.

CO disclosed chat farmer-negotiators encountered
financial difficulties (2specially when they had to meet
with landowners residing in the poblacion). The project
manager then decided to provide monetary incentives to
farmers involved in ROW negotiations for lateral canals
(for details, see section on negotiating for ROW).

The financial incentive, however, would cover negotia-
tions conducted between 16 March and 15 April 1982,
Farmer-negotiators would have to submit the gccamplished
ROW forms to the project office before they could claim
the incentive pay.

Construction. COs and TS discussed schedules and progress of

construction (particularly in Upper Lalo), arrangements for farmers'
participation in construction, and problems met during the construc-
tion phase in Upper Lalo and in the upstream zones of Lower Lalo.

To involve farmers in the construction phase, COs and TS
considered the following points in various coordination sessions in

198i.

1.

Spheres of faimers' participation. Farmers would be
employed as laborers in the construction of planned
structures. Construction of laterals, main and supple-
mentary farm ditches would be contracted to farmers.
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4. Type of contract to be drawn with farmers. 1In early 1981,
the project office agreed to grant Upper Lalo farmers'
groups takay (volume of work accomplishment) contract to
construct lateral canals and farm ditches. To determine
the contract cost estimszte, TS suggested different com-
putations for new canals and those that needed to be
rehabilitated. The cross~section data obtained at two
ends of the canal would suffice for computing the cost
of rehabilitating an existing canal: for a new canal,
the cross-section of every station {or every 20 meters)
would have to be obtained. Takay payments were to be
based on the profile taken of the canals. 1In reply to
Upper Lalo COs' queries in May, TS said that farmers
should be made to understand that (contrary to their
assumption) they would be paid on the basis of actual
work accomplished. The project manager added that
farmers might be allowed to claim the full cost estimate
for the canalization job as long as their accomplishment
had been found satisfactory during the postconstruction
survey or upon ZE's certification,

In June, the project manager announced that farmers'
groups (that is, rotational-area not ditch groups) would
be granted pacquiao (fixed-price) contracts to construct
farm-level facilities. He explained that the shift to
the pacquiao mode would avoid the problems arising from
the takay contract (that is, delayed payment to laborers
and possible legal repercussions resulting from the fact
that takay laborers received wages lower than the daily
minimum rate of 14,93), and would facilitate farmers'
participation in bidding for construction labor. To
mitigate the delayed-payment problum, he ruled that
partial payments be made for every supplementary ditch
completed, regardless of its relation to total contract
price. (Previously, a partial payment was allowed only
after 30 percent of the canalization contract had been
done.)

In March 1982, the project manager (in response to
a ZE's query) said that a contractor would not be
allowed to obtain two contracts at the same time. The
engineering division chief added that a pacquiao
contract was limited to B50,000.

3. Participation in bidding for construction labor. On 26
June, the project manager declared that farmers would be
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invited to participate in the bidding for price gletermi-
nation for construction labor. Farmers' bid ranging
from 75 percent to 100 percent of the NIA cost estimate
was considered as acceptable. On 11 August, Upper Lalo
COs and TS confirmed their 30 July agreement that prices
set during the bidding would be adopted in determining
pacquiao contract cost. One month later, the construc-
tion division chief informed COs and TS that the prices
to be adopted would be those which had been formally
approved by the NIA regional office; these prices would
then apply to both Upper and Lower Lalo. He also said
that cost of construction of structures would likely
increase in 1982 should there be a rise in the cost of
living and of materials.

During the 25 September meeting, the Upper Lalo
COs' supervisor complained that farmers were given short
notice (three days instead of the allowed 10 days)
before the rebidding for canal structures; thus, COs had
little time to disseminate and discuss the matter with
farmers. He surmised that this probably brought about
the submission of low bids by farmers.

In March 1982, the chief of the engineering division
remarked that COs should discuss prices with farmers when
mobilizing them for bidding. He explained that this
input would avoid the quotation of run-away prices during
the bidding to determine price of construction labor
in Lower Lalo.

In connection with farmers' participation in the construction
phase, COs and TS discussed the following issues and/or problems.

1.

Fluctuating supply of labor. In May, the construction
chief asked Zone I-A ZE why construction in RAMC-2
commenced only at the main farm ditch when work should
begin on all farm ditches at the same time. The ZE
explained that because of insufficient manpower,
simultaneous work on all ditches could not be adopted.
(Moreover, farmers had agreed to construct one farm
ditch at a time.)

In September, the project manager said that both
Upper Lalo ZEs and COs must know what remaining canal-
ization and structure works were required in their
respective zones; these works should have corresponding
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cost and manpower requirement estimates. ZEs and COs
responded that such an inventory (of remaining works)
had been submitted to the project office. 1In other
areas of a zone, however, canalization could not start
until after the harvest (in October) because prospective
farmer-workers were busy with farm work.

Lack of farmers' interest in contracting construction
works. 1In one meeting in August, Upper Lalo COs and TS
discussed the lack of farmers' interest in engaging in
construction work. To enable the project office to
assess whether or not construction schedules can be met,
Q0s and ZEs were instructed in one meeting in November
to mobilize farmers to officially confirm their unwilling-
ness to enter into construction contract with NIA
through a ietter signed by the leaders and a majority
of members of the rotational area. The project office
would then undertake the remaining construction works
by force account.

During the 11 Jaauary 1982 CoO-1% meeting, Upper
Lalo COs and ZEs were asked to list the rotational areas
whose leaders were interested in contracting the con-
Struction of canal structures. For areas with leaders
who did not show any interest, area leaders would be
asked to submit names of farmers who would like to work
as daily-wage laborers. If leaders refused to contract
the construction work, or farmers refused to work as NIA-
hired construction laborers, NIA would subsequently
construct the structures by bringing in their own laborers.

Farmers' complaints over late payments for completed
construction works. In early 1981, Upper Lalo COs
informed TS about farmers' discontentment over the delays
in the release of their (takay) wages. Subsequently,

the project manager decided to change the contracting
arrangement from takay to pacquiao. At the same time,
attempts were made to facilitate the processing of pay-
ments for pacquiao contractors (for example, ZE's
certification in lieu of the accomplishment survey).
Despite these efforts, however, Upper Lalo COs were

again reporting on farmers' complaints regarding delays

in payments for completed ditch constructions during the
11 January 1982 meeting. COs contended that the delayed-
payment problem had hampered their organizing work because
farmers, who were discontented over the late-payment issue,
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had shown increasing reluctance to participate in project
activities. In this regard, the chief of the farmers'
assistance division suggested discussing with the con-
struction division the possibility of specifying the
period within which farmers should be paid after the
completion of a ditch construction (pacquiao) contract.

Desire of some Upper Lalo farmers to work in Lower Lalo
construction. On 11 March 1982, Zone II-A CO-2 informed
the project manager of the desire of RAMC-10 farmers
(who had farms in Zone III-B) to participate in con-
struction works in that zone. The project manager told
the CO that priority in Zone III-B construction would
be given to Zone III-B farmers since RAMC-10 farmers
had been employed previously in construction works in
Zone II-A. However, the manager explained that if the
required manpower (150-200 man-days) were not met by
Zone III-B farmers because of the latter's forthcoming
farming activities, then RAMC-10 farmers might be given
the chance to work. Zone III-B ZE then asked Zone II-A
CO-2 to submit the list of available RAMC-10 farmer-
laborers to the project office at the earliest possible
date,

As regards scheduling of construction activities, particularly
in Upper Lalo, the project management staff issued policy guidelines
from time to time during the TS-CO coordination meetings. These
guidelines include the following.

1.

Committing areas for construction. During the April

1981 meeting, Upper Lzalo COs and ZEs were asked to

pledge for construction one rotational area per zone
where farmers had been already informally organized.

This was aimed to give more direction to and ensure

steady accomplishments in both organizing and construc-
tion tasks. For committed areas, all designed terxrminal
facilities were to be constructed simultaneously. While
COs' would prepare farmers for this work, ZEs would prepare
the construction requirements. The project manager
assured COs and ZEs that committed area would be given
priority assistance. But he cautioned them from con-
centrating only on these areas. Because of the season-
ality of labor availability in Upper Lalo, he said that
construction could be made to coincide with every slack
farming period and the construction timetable could extend
until 1982. (After the April meeting, the project manager
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continued to urge both COs and ZEs of Upper Lalo to
observe the practice of committing areas for construc-
tion once previous commitments had been met.,) On 30
Octaber, however, he asked the ZEs to complete con-
struction tasks in Upper Lalo in 1981 because 1982 would
cover postconstruction tasks. He added that early
completion of system rehabilitation would help the
Philippine government get project cost reimbursement

from the U.S. government under an existing loan agreement.

Excluding additional irrigable areas in the current
development project. On 18 May, the project manager
announced a new policy which excluded additional irrigable
areas from the current Buhi-Lalo project. He explained
that although past policy was to include these areas, it
would be hardly possible to accommodate the identified
1000-hectare irrigable area without depleting the funds
programed for 3300 hectares in the Buhi-Lalo project.
For this reason, he was suspending planned construction
work in the expansion areas. Nevertheless, he assured
COs and TS that canals for these areas would be designed
but their actual construction would be done only after
construction was completed in the programed areas.

On 26 June, he explained that a new area might be in-
cludcd in the present Buhi-Lalo project if its exclusion
would affect .n originally programed area.

Approving construction plans before implementation.
During the 30 July meeting, the design section head
informed COs and TS that construction plans would be
considered as approved for implementation only if they
carried the signature of specific project officials and
the seal indicating "good for construction" which had
been countersigned by the engineering division chief.

He explained that this procedure would ensure that the
construction team would implement the corrected or
revised (that is, new) plans, and not the superseded
(old) ones. He said tha. the guideline was drafted after
the construction team erroneously used the old plans for
a section of the left connector canal which resulted in
the overcutting of this stretch of the canal. The con-
struction division, he said, would be provided three
copies of the approved construction plans; the cost and
evaluation and the plans and programs sections would

be given one copy each.
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4. Preparing an inventory of remaining works in a zone.
On 25 September, the project manager advised COs and
TS of the necessity to heve the inventory of remaining
works in a zone properly signed by ZE, COs concerned,
and the engineering division. Moreover, COs should
obtain farmers' confirmation of the need for the proposed
structures which were included in the inventory. 1In this
connection, he instructed the design section to prepare
a design layout of the structure planned for each rota-
tional area. In response, a design section assistant
said that his section would investigate whether or not
the structures were needed before acknowledging the
inventory.

Other matters. COs and TS also discussed the following
aspects of project implementation.

1. Procedure for farmers' request of TS' presence in an
activity. During the September meeting, the construction
division chief said that farmers need not meet with the
project manager because the latter had to attend to many
things. The chief of the farmers' assistance division
stated, however, that farmers come to the project office
to deliver a letter addressed to the project manager
requesting for TS' presence in a meeting or a walk-
through. He also said that farmers usually met with
him, not with the manager. (Although no definite guide-
lines were established during the meeting, subsequent
events showed that farmers coursed their request through
the farmers' assistance division chief.)

2. Guidelines for TS working in the field with farmers.
In the same session, a design section assistant proposed
that a TS-farmer meeting be held before a walk-through.
He claimed to have observed that farmers seemed to
dictate on the project design staff the canal lines
because the latter had little knowledge of the area.®’

87 Another design section assistant suggested that TS should
give positive comments (that is, avoid double-edged remarks) during
their meetings with the farmers. He also suggested that (1) COs
should send a written communication to TS a week before a planned
meeting to which TS is invited, (2) TS should avoid using technical
language in discussions with farmers, and (3) TS should speak in
the dialect as much as possible.
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He therefore proposed that TS conduct an onsite inspection
before meeting with the farmers. Meanwhile, the survey
section head wanted TS to conduct lectures before a
walk-through. He explained that farmers lacked knowledge
on technical matters. He cited the case of a farmers'
group which thought that there would be sne turnout per
supplementary farm ditch. Zone IV-A CO-1 commented that
farmers should be given the chance to learn, grow, and
develop; TS should not expect farmers to know everything
at this stage.

Taking another view, the construction division chief
argued that in areas with ZEs, farmers' plans for either
a conference or a walk-through, or survey should be
channeled through them. If they could not tackle the
issues or problems raised by farmers, then this would be
the time that the project office should be consulted.

In a related matter, the project manager announced
that an orientation seminar for NIA field personnel
(such as survey aides, ROW assistants) would be conducted
the following week to brief them on the parcicipatory
dpproach, particularly on the matter of dealing with
farmers and their suggestions.

Monitoring progress of project activities. In March 1981,
project management introduced two new forms: one, to be
prepared by the ZEs and the engineering division, involved
listing the validated terminal facilities in a particular
zone; the other, to be accomplished by COs for each ditch
group, pertained to the list of validated farmers (for
details, see Upper Lalo monthly documentation report no.
3). These forms would be accomplished weekly, and would
be submitted every Monday of the following week.

On 11 Augurt, COs and ZEs were asked to prepare a
joint schedule of organizing and technical activities
for the period August to December 1981. (COs and ZEs
were periodically instructed to plan their activities for
given time periods.) The project manager explained that
this activity was needed to allow project management to
closely monitor and evaluate their (COs' and ZEs') prog-
ress, and to ensure that certain tasks were completed
before the end of 1981 to accommodate the following
expectations: the project office should have expended
B7.9M by end of 1981, postconstruction tasks should be
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started in 1982, and partial system operation and mainte-
nance responsibilities should be delegated to irrigators'
associations by 1982. (The guidelines for the prepara-
tion of the joint schedule are presented in Upper Lalo
monthly documentation report no. 8.)

During the 26 November meeting, the engineering
division chief presented several charts and forms which
would be used for monitoring progress of construction
and controling project manpower, furds, and materials.
These charts and forms were as follows: (a) status of
ongoing construction of structures; (b) critical deploy-
ment analysis; (c) list of defective canal structures
and irrigation facilities, and remedial measu--s to be
taken; (d) daily manpower requirement per structure; and
(e) a checklist of other information. These would be
accomplished monthly beginning December.

4. Operations of the Lalo system. During several coordina-
tion sessions, Lalo River national irrigation system
personnel discussed water distribution schemes and
irrigation fee collection problems with other TS and COs.
In this connection, COs were asked to help disseminate
the proposed irrigation delivery schedule among the
farmers and to assist the fee collectors in campaigning
for increased service fee collections in their respec-
tive zones. Meanwhile, (Os brought out farmers' requests
for repairs to be done on canals, ditches, or structures
in their areas. On 11 March 1982, for instance, Zone I-A
CO-2 presented RAMC-2 farmers' request for the repair of
the main farm ditch. The CO explained that the washout
of the ditch had been causing water to overflow to the
access road. The project manager replied that NIA
laborers would install a grouted riprap on the ditch.

Coordination Among COs

COs working in the Buhi-Lalo project began coordinating their
activities in December 1980. This took three forms: coordination
among all COs during supervisory meetings held jointly for those
assigned in Upper Lalo and in lower Lalo, coordination among Lower
Lalo or among Upper Lalo COs during their respective supervisory
sessions, and coordination among COs assigned to the same zone.
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Supervisory sessions

The types of COs' supervisory meetings which took place
between December 1980 and March 1982 are summarized in Table 10.
These sessions were conducted in varying fashion as follows: until
February 1981, the supervisors (that is, institutional development
consultants and the head of the irrigators' organization and
training section) took tuins presiding over the meeting; from
March to June 1981, COs alternated in chairing the sessions; from
July 1981 until end of March 1982, COs' supervisors presided over
the meetings convened for COs of their respective areas while the
farmers' assistance division chief chaired joint Upper Lalo and
Lower Lalo COs' meetings.

COs usually discussed the following: (1) progress of organ-
izing work aud problems encountered in the field; (2) projections,
directions, or targets for the following month(s); and (3) admi-
nistrative matters.®® he following illustrate the type of issues
and/or problems tackled during the formal supervisoxy sessions.

1. Organizing work. In their first meeting in January
1981, COs were instructed to devote 60 percent of
their time to conducting groundwork; 30 percent, to
developing farmer-leaders; and 10 percent, to
generating activities.

2, Organizing strategy. To enable farmers to participate
in the design and construction of the system, Lower
Lalo COs were instructed in January 1981 to conduct
small-group meetings and to start their organizing work
with small groups of farmers covered by their zone
assignment. When the TS' paper location for the three
upstream zones of Lower Lalo (III-A, III-B, and IV-3)

eaBy mid-April 1981, the research team stopped documenting
supervisory sessions because the participant-cbservers were often
not advised about them. 1In a meeting with project management in
May, it was decided that the participant-cbservers need not sit in
these meetings and the research team would be furnished a copy of
the minutes before the end of the month. Minutes of the meetings,
however, were provided to the research team only until July 1981,
after which the participant-cbservers relied mainly on interviews
with attendees.
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Table 10. Supervisory sessions held in the Buhi-Lalo project:
January 1981 to March 1982

No. of sessions convened for Total no.
Month Upper Lower Upper and of

Lalo Lalo Lower lLalo sessions
January 1981 - 1 - 1
February 4 1 - 5
March - 2 2 4
April 1 3 - 4
May 3 - 1 4
June - 1 1 2
July 2 2 - 4
August 1 1 - 2
September 1 1 1 3
October 1 1 - 2
November - 1 - 1
December - 1 - 1
January 1982 1 1 - 2
February - 2 - 2
March - 2 - 2

were released in late March, the supervisors told COs

to start organizing (and mobilizing) farmers first on
the supplementary farm ditch (SFD) level, and later on,
the main farm ditch (MFD) lewvel. Zone-level organiza-
tion and mobilization was slated for November. COs
should, therefore, buiid farmers'® groups from the bottaom
up. Similarly, committees should be formed not only at
a high level (for instance, MFD) but at the SFD level

as well. Farmers covered by a particular MFD should be
made to realize through groundwork that committees should
be formed at that particular level.
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Spread of groundwork. When a Lower Lalo CO reported in
March 1981 that she had expanded the coverage of her
organizing work to six farmers' groups, other (Lower
Lalo) COs cautioned her against spreading too thinly.

A supervisor advised COs not to leave a group until its
members have specific tasks to do; otherwise, the impact
of the initial groundwork would be lost. Leaving a
group sooner than necessary could render the group weak.

Delineation of zone boundaries. 1In January and February
1981, Lower Lalo COs raised the problem of identifying
areas where they could conduct organizing work because
zone boundaries had been difficult to establish. Their
supervisors assured them that erratic boundaries would
be corrected after the presentation cf the TS' paper
location. In Zone VI-B, the prcblem persisted until
June because some areas appeared to be part of an
adjoining national system. (In July, the project manager
confirmed the boundaries identified by the engineering
division.)

Sharing project information. In March 1981, Zone III-B
CO-1 opened the meeting with a remark that COs had
received considerable amount of organizing inputs but
very little by way of technical data. COs should com-
pare their information on technical issues to avoid
imparting conflicting information to farmers. One CO
cited an instance when a farmer commented on diverging
data heard from different COs. Ensuing discussion on
strategies for handling technical questions revealed
that COs as a group refrained from giving definite
answers to such queries.

Manpower adjustments. In late February 1981, the pro-
bability of finding new COs in Upper Lalo was considered
owing to two reasons: (a) the student COs were due to
depart in mid-March, leaving some regular COs to cope
with large zone membership of over 250 farmers; and

(b) these regular COs were concerned that such a situa-
tion might pose difficulties in meeting the midvear goal
of having lateral or main-canal organizations. But it
was decided that COs' workload and performance would be
agsessed first before this was acted upon. (After the
student COs' departure, the Upper Lalo COs were informed
of a plan to temporarily assign sowe Lower Lalo (Os

to their area from April to June 1981. The plan would
allow massive organizing work to take place in Upper Lalo.
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Arrangements to carry it out were then made in late
March: Upper Lalo COs requiring assistance were
identified and Lower Lalo COs whose assigned areas

did not have paper locations yet were selected.) 1In the
30 March 1981 supervisory session, the three Upper Lalo
COs (from Zones I-A, II-A, and II-C), who requested
additional manpower briefed the five Lower Lalo COs on
the current status of organizing work in their respective
Zones. Lower Lalo COs were subsequently assigned to
rotational areas where intensive organizing work had

yet to be undertaken. (In July 1981, two of the five
Lower Lalo COs temporarily assigned to Upper Lalo areas
were permanently appointed to Upper Lalo; the remaining
three returned to their Lower Lalo assignments.)

Calling zone-level meeting. When a Zone II-C CO reported
in April 1981 that 60 farmers from the zone's six rota-
tional areas held a joint preconstruction meeting, a
Supervisor remarked that convening a zone-level meeting
was not advisable before the middle of 1981. However,

if O0s had scheduied zone-level meetings, they should
inform the irrigators' organization and training section
head and other project personnel so that they (COs)

could be assisted.

Mobilization of farmer-leaders. Upper Lalo COs reported
in April that only the leaders were actively involved in
project activities. Hence, they were reminded that while
their objective was to strengthen the leadership within
farmers' groups, they should not neglect the membership.
If only the leaders became active participants, they would
foster an attitude of dependency among the members. This
would be unfavorable for an organization.

Quality of organizing work. 1In April 1981, after a
review of their accomplishments during the first quarter
(January to March 1981), COs were urged to be conscious
of the quality, not quantity, of their organizing work.
In this regard, they should keep utilizing the "problem-
solving cycle" which involved: (a) identification of an
issue, (b) groundwork on an issue, (c) mobilization or
meeting for the resolution of the issue, and (d) evalua-
tion of the foregoing process through action-reflection.
It was also stressed that they should ensure the majority's
participation in an activity, constantly assess whether
the farmers had developed skills useful particularly for
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assuming system operation and maintenance tasks from
the activities they undertook, and move on to mobil-
izing farmers for construction work only after they
had been organized.

10. Observations regarding the Lower Lalo zonal leaders'
consultation conferences. After the conferences in
June, COs made the following observations: (a) farmers
themselves scheduled their activities and in the
process learned that the time they allotted for a
certain activity was not enough; (b) it should have been
clarified that the conference was their activity, hence
they should have put up a "counterpart fund;" (c) the
project office accepted its weakness in meeting its
commi tment to provide transportation facilities for the
conference; (d) farmers' attendance was incomplete
because of family- or work-related reasons, hence reflect-
ing on the kind of planning made; (e) farmers who were
assigned certain tasks during the conference were not
thoroughly briefed; and (f) COs themselves were not well
versed with the program and this hindered them from
giving effective support. (Os agreed that these would
serve to guide them in improving future activities.

Apart from these issues, COs discussed and/or undertook the
following activities: assessment of COs' accomplishment &¢nd/or
performance, preparation of COs' work brogram for specific period,
selection of a COs' supervisor-trainee for Lower Lalo from among
the COs, scheduling supervisory sessions (both formal and informal),
and preparation of periodic progress reports by COs.

Coordination and
supervision in
the field

COs' informal coordination work involved frequent team
planning, consultation, and assessment sessions. This was under-
taken in zones with more than one CO assigned to the area since late
November 1980. However, a CO in one zone was encouraged to coor-
dinate with those in adjoining zore in matters which affected
farmers in his area and those in other zones. COs undertook these
informal coordination sessions at least once a week.
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Particularly beginning April 1981, the COs' supervisor also
visited the individual COs periodically. 1In a number of cases,
the field visits coincided with a farmers' activity (such as,

faermers' meeting, TS-farmer conference) which tbe supervisor then
attended.



V. LEARNING FROM THE RINCONADA/BUHI-LALO PROJECT

The documentation of field-level activities in the Pinconada/Buhi-
Lalo project has revealed the processes in which farmers were
engaged in the improvement of the Lalo River irrigation system

(in Upper Lalo) and the development of a new national system (in
Lower Lalo). The documentation research has also unraveled the
roles and functions which two grouwps of project field personnel--
COs and TS--played in these processes, and the manner by which

Os and TS coordinated their tasks in order to achieve the partic-
ipatory objective of the Buhi-Lalo project.

This chapter reviews the experiences and lessons gleaned
from (1) the “mplementation of the Buhi-Ialo project in the pre-
construction stage (in Upper Lalo and Lower Lalo) and in the
construction phase (in Upper Lalo), (2) the formal organization
of Upper Lalo farmers into irrigators' associations and the
negotiations over the NIA-assorciation system mamvagement contract,
and (3) the coordination of institutional and technical activities
during the 15-month research period. This chapter focuses on the
processes which highlight lessons attendant to the use of the
participatory approach in the rehabilitation of a national irriga-
tion system and the development of a new system,

Initial Organizing Activities

A keystone of orgaunizing work in participatory irrigation
development projects is the presence of community organizers during
a reasonable period before the commencement of the construction of
irrigation facilities. COs need this "lead time" to accomplish
two things: (1) build organizaticnal capabilities of small groups
of farmers before proceeding to the formation of irrigators'
associaticn, and (2) mobilize farmers to participate in determining
the layout of and in constructing terminal facilitjes. These
immediate goals involved Buhi-Lalo COs in various initial organiz-
ing activities like defining their organizing units, which would
also constitute the smallest unit of the prospective irrigators’
association; preparing lists of farmers who would be mobilized to
participate in project activities and who would comprise the

197
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initial membership of the association; selecting potential farmer-
leaders, who could assist COs in various organizing tasks; and
convening farmers' meetings.

Delineating organizing units and
preparing lists of farmers

A step which necessarily precedes the mobilization of farmers
for project activities involves the definition by COs of their
primary organizing units. These organizing units pertain to the
effective arcas where COs would conduct groundwork and other
organizing activities so thac farmers in these areas, as a group,
could be involved in particular tasks, including defining the lay-
out of terminal facilities. In anticipation of system operation
and maintenance, Buhi--Lalo COs organized farmeis into water users'
units. And in consonance with the rotational method of water
distribution followed in national irrigation systems, they con-
stituted the basic organizing units which would coincide with the
rotational-area groups (that is, farmers who would draw water
from a common turnout). Most of these rotational areas covered 20
to 54 hectares.

Upper Lalo experience. When COs began organizing work in
Upper Lalo, the irrigation system had been operational for at
least four years. Thus, rotational-area boundaries had been
established and lists of farmers could be based on the system's
parcellary map and the watermaster's list of irrigated and planted
farm lots in each rotational area. The watermaster's list,
however, did not include the names of cultivators of fields for
which the landowners were the ones who settled the irrigation
bills; but this list repeated the names of farmers who tilled more
than one farm lot within either a rotational area or a zone. The
initial validation of lists of farmers, therefore, was aimed at
determining the exact number of actual cultivators in a rotational
#rea. These lists were valldated during groundwork activities
wiiich COs, and later farmer-leaders, undertook with farmers in the
rotational area. Further confirmation of the lists of farmers was
accomplished as rotational~area boundaries were redefined after
NIA and the farmers had agreed on changes in the layout of
terminal facilities. The last of the list-validation activities
took place as the newly-formed irrigators' associations attempted
to determine who among the farmers were listed in more than one
area, and who among the listed farmers were residing within the
coverage of the association.
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two documentation sites) was made available at the end of March
1981, or about four months after COs! deployment. During those
first four months, Os had to divide their respective zones into
arbitrary sections on the basis of either farmers' residence or

the location of their riceland. As the TS' piopcsed paper location
of canals and terminal facilities for the zone was completed, COs
began to organize farmers into rotational-area groups. In about
two of every three caces, COs had to reorganize the initial arbi-
trary farmers' groups because their previous subdivisions of their
zone did not coincide with the rotational-area boundaries indicated
in the project office’'s preliminary location of canal and ditch
lines. Consequently, several farmers' groups resented the second
wave of organizational activities because this involved redoing
most of the work accompiished by the arbitrary farmers' groups

such as preparing Spot maps, compiling lists of farmers, and
convening organizational meetings.

Lists of farmers for the different rotational areas wcre
initially prepared by COs. validation of these lists, however,
was acconmplished usually by farmer-leaders during their Prepara-
tion of the spot map of their rotational area. As farmers de-
lineated their preferred layout of terminal facilities, they were
able to determine who among the cultivators of rice fields within
their rotational area were bound to be served by the irrigation
facilities they had located. Lists of farmers were further
confirmed after the TS-farmer team had established the final
location of terminal facilities during the survey (s).

Selecting farmer-leaders and
convening farmers' meetings

Among the initial activities of Buhi-Lalo 0s was to
identify farmers who possessed leadership potentials and who
were willing to help (0s explain the prcject to other farmers,
prepare (or validate existing) lists of farmers, and convene
farmers: meetings. These selected leaders were called "contact
leaders" to distinguish them from those whom farmers would choose
later. The contact leaders served as Cos' links with the farmers
in a rotational area. Moreover, these leaders assisted COs in
convening farmers! meetings during which farmers elected their
leaders,
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In Upper Lalo as well as in Lower Lalo, COs initially asked
established community leaders, some of whom were incumbent
barangay officials, to serve as their contact leaders. COs ex-
panded their selection to include farmers who were articulate,
willing to commit some of their time to the project, trusted by
their peers, and who exerted some influence on other farmers.
Some of these contact leaders were subsequently weeded out either
because they failed to perform leadership functions or they
requested (0s that they be relieved of their responsibilities.
Further validation of farmer-leaders toock place when farmers in a
rotational area began electing their own leaders.

While contact leaders were instrumental in convening the
first, and usually the organizational, meeting in an arxea, farmer-
elected leaders assumed the responsibility of organizing the
succeeding sessions in the area. Regardless of the nature of the
meeting, the following process was observed in the Buhi-Lalo
project. Planning for the meeting was done by COs and/or farmer-
leaders of the rotational area. A planning session was sometimes
convened to discuss the agenda, dave and time, and place for the
farmers' meeting. During this planning session, the leaders also
identified the persons who would inform other farmers about the
scheduled meeting. During the farmers' meeting, the rotational-
area leader (in Upper Lalo) or the overall area chairman (in Lower
Lalo) presided over the meeting. Discussions or debates involved
both leaders and members. An action-reflection session, during
which farmers assessed both the process and the results of the
meeting, concluded the farmers' meeting.

Farmers' meetings brought together a number of farmers for
discussions on problems and solutions, proposed location of
terminal facilities, and farmers' participation in project activi-
ties. These meetings also facilitated the dissemination of project
information. But because of the low attendance in most sessions,
COs and farmer-leaders continued to meet with farmers individually
or in smaller groups. While Upper Lalo and Lower Lalo shared
common process and problems in connection with farmers' meetings,
these two areas diverged in the matter of selecting farmer-leaders.

Upper Lalo leaders. The selection of leaders in Upper Lalo
was observed to be closely linked with "organizing-work targets"
set by the project office. Beginning in January 1981, COs and
contact leaders mobilized farmers in different rotational areas
to elect their respective ditch leaders, at least one per ditch.
(Farmers later designated their main-farm-ditch leader to be their
rotational-area leader.) These elected leaders were expected to
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help prepare farmers to revise the designs for terminal facilities
and to participate in the construction of these facilities. Con-
struction was resumed in mid-March 1981, or about 15 days earlier
than the project office's scheduled date. In May and June 1981,
the selection of additional farmer-leaders in rotational areas
which had not yet elected the prescribed number of leaders was
accomplished by COs and farmers outside formal farmers' meetings,
This was done in connection with the mid-1981 target of organizing
farmers at the lateral- and main-caral level, and in preparation
for the NIf-association System management contract negotiations.
And in accoriance with the plan to organize farmers into zonal
irrigators"associations, COs and farmer-leaders mobilized farmers
who cultivated rice fields within a zone to meet in Lecemuer 1981
so that they could ratify the bylaws (which had been drafted during
farmers' neetings in Aifferent rotational areas over the preceding
3 to 4 rmonths) and elect their association officials.

The farmer-leaders were instrumental in convening rotational-
area meetings, organizing farmers to join walk-throughs and surveys
with TS, and mobilizing farmers to work in the construction of
terminal facilities in their respective rotational areas. More-
over, these leaders met with proje.t management to discuss the
broad terms of the NIA-association system management contract.

They alsoc convened farmers' meetings to draw up the terms and
conditions which farmers would want to include in the contract
covering the joint NIA-association operation and maintenance of
the Lalo River irrigation system.

Not all the elected leaders, however, became active in
performing their leadership functions. Of the 141 elected or
appointed leaders, 39 were dropped by COs and farmers either be-
cause these leaders failed to discharge their duties, had moved
out of the avea, or their riceland fell outside the limits of the
rotational area after the area boundaries had been redefined
during NIA-farmer negotiations over the location of terminal
facilities. By _he end of March 1982, leaders in the two docu-
nmentation zones of Upper Lalo totaled 111, or 1 leader for every
L farmers,

iower Lalo lcaders. After COs had selected their contact
leaders in Lower Lalo, farmers' groups began to organize their
working committees which would undertake the following tasks:
prepare and confirm lists of farmers, prepare the spot map of the
rotational area and a preliminary paper location of ditch lines,
neguriate rights of way with those whose property would be
aifecte¢ by the proposed ditch routes, and mobilize farmers for
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participation in surveys to be conducted by project office per-
sonnel. The farmers also elected the overall chairman (and, in

a few areas, vice-chairman) and secretary for the rotational area.
Unlike in Upper Lalo, no ditch leaders were named, since there
were no definitive ditch network to guide the grouping of farmers
accoxrding to the supplementary farm ditches which would convey
water to the farmers' fields.

As a rule, the overall chairmen and the committees accom-
plished the tasks assigned to them. Membership committees,
working with those charged with preparing spot maps, did prepare
and valia.te lists of farmers. As owners and cultivators of rice
parcels were identified during walk-throughs, the membership
committee of an area was able to check the preliminary lists of
farmers. Moreover, farmers comprising the spot-map committee
drafted the spot map and, after at least one walk-through of the
area, sketched in the likely routes of farm ditches. Similarly,
right-of-way committee members constituted the bulk of farmer-
leaders who negotiated for right of way with affected landowners.
And in areas where a survey committee was formed, at least the
comnittee chairman assisted the rotational arcea's overall chair-
man in mobilizing their peers to participate in surveys of the
TS-farmer agreed ditch lines. The most consistently active
leaders included the rotational-area overall chairmen, and the
head and one or two members of each committee.

In a rotational area where an overall chairman performed
poorly, the leader was replaced with a more active leader. C(Os
simply stopped coordinating with the inactive leader and, instead,
worked with another who was more willing to take on the responsi~
bilities of an overall chairman. COs used the same strateqgy in
dealing with committee chairmen and members who had been
persistently remiss of their duties. Because no formal dropping
of farmer-leaders occurred after June 1981, the 255 farmer-
leaders elected or identified in the two documentation zones by
March 1982 included about 25 not so active leaders. This meant
having an average of 10 leaders in a rotational area with a
membership of about 46 farmers. The exclusion of the non-
functional leaders, therefore, resulted in a ratio of 1 leader
to every 4 or 5 farmers, or a slight reduction in the leader-
member ratio.
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Lessons from the Buhi-~Lalo

experience
The initial organizing conditions and activities in the
Buhi-Lalo project pose ceveral issuss, and provide some lessons

which bear on the use of the participatory approach in the
improvement or develcpment of a national irrigation system. These
issves and lessons encompass the questions of lead time for (Os'
organizing activities, the influence which COs' organizing
schedule and choice of potential leaders exert on the farmers'
selection of their leaders, and the type of leadership engenderxed
by the processes observed in the selection of leaders in the
Buhi-Lalo areas,

Lead time for organizing work. The Buhi-Lalo project
provides two scenarios for irrication development efforts: the
rehabilitation of an existing system (in Upper Lalo) and the
development of a new system (in Lower Lalo). The appropriate
lead time for COs' pre *»nstruction organizing activities differs
for these two project settings.

In a rehabilitation project, lead time can be shorter than
in an area where a system is being developed. This is because
in the rehabilitation area, C0s' initial organizing work is
facilitated by the presence of firmly established organizing units
(that is, rotational areas). At the outset, farmers are aware of
who belong to their rotational group; this awareness engenders a
grouwp feeling among them. Moreover, because these groups are
fixed, (Os can then proceed to organize them. As an area becomes
organized, COs can move on to the next area and simply. conduct
follow-up in the previously covered areas. This method works
particularly well when COs have identified farmer-leaders who can
assume some of the organizing responsibilities.

For their preconstruction organizing work, Upper Lalo COs
had about four months between their arrival in late November 1980
and the resumption of construction in mid-March 1981. Of the 17
rotational-area groups in the two documentation zones, four began
oconstruction of terminal facilities in March 1981; in five other
areas, farmers started construction in May or June 1981. 1In the
remaining eight rotational areas, resumption of construction was
delayed until October 1987 while NIA and/or the farmers sought
solutions to problems related to the location of terminal facili-
ties and construction arrangements. Thus, while Upper Lalo COs
were officially given four months exclusively for preparing
farmers for oconstruction, preconstruction organizing period
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(or lead time) varied from 4 to 6 months in some areas to 10 months
in other areas. 1Two COs working in a zone, which measured about
256 hectares and covered 8 to 9 rotational areas, actually needed
at least 6 months of lead time to get half of the rotational-area
groups in a zone ready for construction. This translates to 12
person-months per zone, 1.4 person-months per rotational area, and
1 person-day per hectare. The extension of preconstruction or-
ganizing work beyond the official four-month lead time seemed to
indicate the insufficiency of the lead time allowed Upper Lalo

COs and the need to give COs working in an irrigation improvement
project at least six months as lead time before construction
starts in a zone.

In the case of the development of a new system like in
Lower Lalo, lead time for organizing work needs to be longer since
the organizing situation is not as well defined. With construction
of irrigation facilities in the documentation zones not having
started by the end of March 1982, COs in Lower Lalo were each
given about 16 months as lead time. During the documentation re-
search period, COs in the documentation zones covered a total of
15 to 17 rotational areas per zone. With two COs cperating in
each zone, which measured about 310 hectares, effective pre-
construction organizing lead time totaled roughly 31 person-months
per zone, or two person-months per rotational area, or about two
person-days per hectare. Lower Lalo COs' organizing lead time
was therefore double that allowed COs in the Upper Lalo documenta-
tion zones.

The longer lead time given Lower Lalo COs resulted from a
decision to field all Buhi-Lalo COs in late November 1980. What
advantages and disadvantages can be gleaned from the longer
organizing lead time which was granted Ilower Lalo COs?

A review of the documentation data points to the following.
First, O0s were allowed to widen the leadership base of farmers'
groups. With the formation of committees and the election of
rotational-area overall chairmen and secretaries, the ratio of
leaders to total membership reached 1:4 while the comparable
figure in Upper Lalo was 1:6. The longer lead time also permitted
the committees in Lower Lalo to function; in Upper Lalo, tasks
which had been assigned to committees were accomplished by the
rotational-area and ditch leaders because of the pressure brought
on the farmer-leaders to conplete the committee tasks. Thus in
Lower Lalo, the membership committee helped COs prepare the lists
of farmers beginning in July 1981; this committee, along with the
committee charged with the spot-map preparation, validated
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previously prepared lists. Second, in lower Lalo farmers pre-
pared the initial layout of terminal facilities which NIA and the
farmers subsequently revised. In Upper Lalo, in contrast, NIA
drafted the initial layout which farmers and NIA revised. And
lastly, farmers' doubts over NIA's intent to involve them in the
development of their irrigation system seemed to have been over-
come. Among the Lower Lalo farmers who were initially leery of
NIA's efrforts after their experience with nonfunctional irrigation
facilities (built about three years prior to the entry of COs in
the area), a number had participated in project activities; a few
others had tcned down their hostile reactions to the project.

While there were advantages to a long preconstruction lead
time for organizing, there were also a few disadvantages; these dis-
advantages were aggravated by the early deployment of Os in
Lower Lalo. Because (0s were fielded before the main and second-
ary canal lines had been delineated, farmers were exasperated at
the continuous changes in farmers:® grouping particularly during
the first 7 to 8 months of Q0s' stay in the field. A number of
farmers felt that the changes had rendered some of their efforts
(like spot-map Preparation) worthless. Moreover, some farmers
were unhappy when redefinition of zonal boundaries involved
farmers' reassignment to other Qs. And lastly, farmers who had
completed negotiations with TS on the location of the terminal
facilities increasingly became unhappy when construction of these
facilities could not be started soon.

These problems imply that (1) the major canal lines and
rotational areas should be tentatively defined before organizing
work begins, as long as this leaves ample time for farmers to
develop their ovm suggested locations for terminal facilities and
for them to check and revise these locations with the engineers;
and (2) the final agreement on the location and design of terminal
facilities should soon be followed by construction. In some
rotational areas, this time interval amounted to at least six
months which resulted in the dissipation of interest among the
farmers,

The lead time allowed (Os operating in participatory com-
munal irrigation projects, which cover 200 to 300 hectares, seems
to be applicable in development efforts involving the construction
of a new national irrigation system. This means Preconstruction
organizing time of 9 months for two COs working in a 300-hectare
zone, or a total of 18 person-months per zone, or about 1.3
person-days per hectare. On the other hand, in a project i?volv-
ing the improvement of an existing national irrigation system,
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the Upper Lalo experience suggests that two COs in fact need about
6 months to prepare at least half of a 256-hectare zone for
construction; the required lead time, therefore, amounts to about
1 person-day per hectare.

Selection of leaders. In both Upper Lalo and Lower Lalo,
COs usually chose established community leaders to comprise their
first batch of contact leaders. This strategy raises the possi-
bility that COs might be identifying individuals already burdened
with leadership functions and,/or those preoccupied with prestige
rather than the responsibilities of irrigation leadership
positions.®® At the outset, COs and farmers apparently addressed
this concern by subjecting contact (and, later, elect=d) leaders
to a regular "performance evaluation" process. COs encouraged
farmers to regard their leaders as leaders only if they actively
undertook their assigned functions and participated in project
activities. Then later when elections were held for leadership
positions in a rotational area, farmers tended to retain only
those leaders who had proven their worth as rotational-area or
ditch leaders (in Upper Lalo) and as overall or committee chair-~
men (in Lower Lalo). Of the 96 contact leaders in Upper Lalo,
only 55 (or 57 percent) were elected by farmer; as leaders. 1In
Lowes Lalo, almost all contact leaders were named by farmers to
differ=nt working committees while the person who presided over
the organizational meeting was generally elected as overall
chairman of the rotational area.

The continuous assessment of farmer-~leaders' performance
by COs and farmers seemed to provide the necessary ingredient for
developing task-oriented (versuc prestige-oriented) leaders. This
was particularly obvious in Lower Lalo whare leaders had more
tasks to perform and their "performance" could be evaluated
against specific functions. Moreover, Lower Lalo COs and farmers
had sufficient time to continually assess leaders' effectiveness
and to replace those who proved to be ineffective or inactive.
In Upper Lalo, on the other hand, the impact of the evaluation of

a’I\ttempts by Lower Lalo COs to get farmers to name likely
contact leaders rarely met with success for the following reasons:
farmers tended to suggest traditional leaders who had economic
resources necessary to function as leaders, and a number of
farmers were wary of giving recommendations in view of the woxrk
involved in the leadership position.
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farmer-leaders' effectiveness appeared to have been diminished by
COs' concern to meet their organizing-work targets. This concern
triggered the following. Some 46 of the 91 leaders in the two
Upper Lalo documentation zones by end of June 1981 were identifieqd
outside formal meetings. These appointees completed the required
number of farmer-representatives to the May and fune 1981 con-
ferences which paved the way for meeting the midyear target of
organizing farmers at the main- and lateral-canal level. In the
flurry of meeting their organizing-work targets, 70s and fa.meis
concentrated on naming additicnal farmer-leaders and virtually
neglected assessment of leadars' performance. &and in December
1981, elections of association officials were held although the
attendance rate in either Zone I-A or Zone I-B never reached 40
percent. This time, the project office's intent to have zonal
irrigators' associations in place preparatory to the signing of
the NIa-association system management contract provided the
pressure for Os to organize farmers in each zone into an
association.

The Upper Lalo documentation data suggest that an organizing
schedule which is too short (as reflected in the preconstruction
organizing time) spawns a situation wherein farmer-leaders are
selected in haste, and irrigators' associations are organized too
soon. While organizing-work targets might provide COs with a
useful direction, these targets should be flexible to respond to
realities in the field,

Leadership basis. The divergent styles of identifying
farmer-leaders in Upper Lalo and in Lower Lalo indicate alter-
native bases for developing leaders. In Upper Lalo, leaders were
initially chosen to lead the farmers in a particular area--a
rotational area or a ditch area. Basing leadership in geographical
sections of the rotational area had displayed some degree of
success in getting rotational-area and ditch leaders to mobiljce
labor for canalization. Moreover, these leaders negotiated for
rights of way with landowners whose farms were located in their
respective sections of the rotational area. And for walk-throughs
and stake-outs, ditch leaders were charged with easuring partici-
pation of their ditch groups.

In Lower Lalo, in contrast, leaders were initially chosen to
carry out specific tasks. Except the overall chairman who was
responsible for coordinating farmers' involvement in project
activities in a rotational area, the rest of the leaders were not
identified with particular sections of the area. Instead, they
led activities such as preparing and confirming lists of farmers,
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preparing the spot map and paper location of terminal facilities
for the area, negotiating rights of way, and participating in
surveys conducted by NIA personnel in their rotational area.
Although this strategy appears to be the product of the inavail-
ability of a definitive layout of the ditch network around which
organizing could be done on the ditch level, it nonetheless proved
to be a frvitiful asethod of eliciting farmers' participation and of
building farmer-leaders’ commitment to the project. It also
helped fccus attention on people who were willing to work rather
than on leadership per se.

While right-~of-way negotiation had been successfully accom-
plished by leaders associated with specific sections of the project
coverage in Upper Lalo, the task had been undertaken in Lower Lalo
by farmer-leaders most of whom were chosen specifically to
negotiate for rights of way. However, the function which Lower
Lalo leaders performed most efficiently was the preparation of
their area's spot map and paper lccation of canal and ditch lines.
Formation of committees which woul.i prepare the farmers' proposed
ditch network appeared to have worked very well. Because the
spot-map committee also involved other leaders and members in
defining the initial ditch lines, the creation of task-specific
working groups presented an attractive alternative to outright
selection of multipurpose, section-based leaders.

Location of Terminal Facilities
and Right-of-Way Negotiations

During the preconstruction stage of the Buhi-Lalo project,
organizing work centered on engaging farmers in the determination
of the layout of terminal facilities in their respective rotational
areas. Efforts of the technical staff were aimed at integrating
farmers' proposed ditch routes, which were found feasible during
surveys, into the system design. Once the location of farm ditches
was established, the project staff encouraged farmers to negotiate
for rights of way with landowners affected by the ditch routes.

The processes which were instituted to involve farmers in
the system design phase resulted in varying intensities of farmers'
participation. However, the Upper Lalo and the Lower Lalo
experiences both underscored the benefits which could be derived
from involving farmers in identifying the ditch layout and in
right-of-way negotiations,



Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:209

Operationalizing farmers'
participation in the
system design phase

The general mode of eliciting farmers' involvement in
locating the terminal facilities took the following form. The
project office first prepared a preliminary paper location of
terminal facilities. This was shown to the farmers for dis-
cussion. The proposed lines were either approved or rejected; in
the latter case, farmers usually suggested alternative locations,
particularly if some owners persistently objected to having a
canal or ditch traverse their bproperty. From hereon, Upper Lalo
and Lower Lalo farmers differed in the manner in which they
negotiated with TS on the location of terminal facilities.

Process observed in Upper Lalo. When CUs were fielded in
Upper Lalo, construction activities had begun. Construction of
terminal facilities was suspended between January and March 1981
to permit (Os to prepare farmers for participation in system
desijn and construction activities. These erpectations put COs
under tremendous pressure to move quickly. Consequently, COs
concentrated on having farmers respond to the NIA-proposed ditch
lines rather than having farmers develop from scratch their
proposed lines.,

(Os ar.d leaders presented the NIA-prepared preliminary
layout to farmers during their visits to individual farmers.
They also elicited group response to the proposed routes during
rotational-area meetings. Farmers and ZE then conducted onsite
investigation of the suggested ditch lines. Walk-throughs were
carried out when farmers registered their objection to all or
part of the proposed layout of terminal facilities., While inspect~
ing the problematic ditch sections, farmers pointed out why they
wanted certain ditches to be shortened, rerouted, or deleted.
Subsequently, a stake-out of the TS-farmer agreed ditch routes was
held. 1In March 1981, ZE was instructed by the project office to
submit a list 'of the proposed revisions on the original layout of
terminal facilities and the reasons farmers had given for each
revision. The revised design was then prepared by the project
office; this was presented once more to the farmers of the
rotzational area concerned for confirmation and to allow farmers
to prepare for construction.

Piocess observed in Lower Lalo. When COs began their or-
ganizing work in Lower Lalo, construction of irrigation facilities




Illo and Chiong-~Javier 1983:210

was not scheduled to start until 1982. At the outset then, COs
had at least 13 months to organize farmers for preconstruction
technical activities. Consegquently, COs were given time to
mobilize farmers in each rotational area to develop their own
paper location of canal lines and terminal facilities. Despite
the initial reluctance of a few farmers, farmers' groups prepared
a spot map of their rotational area and indicated on it their
proposed ditch (and sometimes, canal) lines.

Farmers' participation in system design was then operational-
ized in Lower Lalo to go beyond responding to a (project-office)
prepared layout. The process consisted of several stages. First,
farmers in a rotational area formed a spot-map-preparation com-
mittee. Members of the committee, along with other farmers,
conducted a walk~through to confirm what they knew of the topog-
raphy of the land, location and owner/cultivator of rice parcels,
and the boundaries of the rotational area. These types of
information were then placed in the spot map, together with fami-
liar landmarks in the area. After completing the map, the farmer-
leaders indicated the proposed ditch routes which had been
identified during the walk-through. This paper location of
termminal facilities was subsequently presented by the leaders to
other farmers in the area during either a meeting or home visits.,
Having negotiated among themselves the layout of ditches which
they would present to TS, the farmers then invited project (design
and survey) personnel to a conference and/or a walk-through. The
TS—-farmer team used the farmers' paper location of ditch lines
as reference.

During the walk-throughs, farmers who had objections to
the farmers' proposals made sure they were present (or had sent a
trusted representative) so that they could air their side and
offer an alternative route to the objectionable section(s) of the
ditches. The walk-throughs usually ended with preliminary agree-
ments between TS and farmers regarding the location of terminal
facilities which would be covered by the survey team. Field
investigations, including surveys, focused on determining whether
or not farmers' suggested lines could be followed.

Leaders and members accompanied the survey team which
investigated the ditch routes defined during the TS-farmer walk-
throughs. When particular ditch routes were not found feasible
by the survey team, TS and farmers identified alternative routes.
Results of the survey were then presented during rotational-area
meetings so that farmers' confirmation of the new ditch Ltines
could be sought.
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In Lower Lalo, therefore, negotiations for the location of
terminal facilities proceeded at two level: one, among the farmers
in order to arrive at the proposed ditch routes which they would
bresent to NIA; the other, between farmers and TS in order to
identify the ditches to be designed and constructed.

Securing right-of-way agreements

Right-of-way negotiations were undertaken by farmer-leaders.
In Upper Lalo, ROW donations for the main farm ditch were usually
secured by the rotational-area leader while those for the supple-
mentary farm ditches were oktained by their corresponding ditch
leaders. 1In Lower Lalo, ROW negotiations for terminal facilities
were accomplished by the ROW committees while those for lateral
canals were undertaken by almost all farmer-leaders. 1In both areas
of the Buhi-Lalo project, the leaders involved their members by
holding ROW negotiations during meetings or walk-throughs to which
affected landowners were invited. The leaders also sought the
assistance of NIA's ROW secticn in settling negotiation problems.
COs and ZEs helped in the leaders' negotiations by mediating or
making personal follow-ups. ROW agreements on terminal facilities
were obtained through a verbal or written consent from farmers.

During their walk-throughs (and, in Lower Lalo, TS-farmer
surveys), farmers learned who among those with fields to be
traversed by proposed ditches had objections to donating ROW.
These objections were raised owing to the following reasons:

(1) farmers feared that an unequal amount of land would be taken
for the construction of a ditch traversing the middle of two
adjacent farms; and (2) they sometimes had demands to be granted.
For example, one farmer wanted NIA to pay him for giving ROW for
building the access road; another demanded that a boulder which
fell on his farm during the construction of an access road be
removed. And in Upper Lalo, farmers considered it unnecessary to
construct a new ditch on their land because there was an existing
ditch there which provided sufficient water, and because the
construction of a new ditch would further decrease the size of
the land.

Negotiations with farmers who refused to donate ROW were
undert=t-n by leaders during their field investigations (walk-
throughs and surveys with TS) or during subsequent rounds to secure
written ROW permits for proposed ditches. In these negotiations,
they employed the following means: (1) they explained the import-
ance of the ditch to fellow farmers, (2) they exerted peer
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pressure, (3) they conducted constant and relentless talks and
subtle coercion, or (4) they conceded to conditions within their
capabilities, like removing the boulder from one farm with the
help of farmer-members.

The leaders encountered two difficulties which delayed the
process of securing ROW donations. One, a tenant or lessee could
not grant ROW without his landowner's prior consent. Particularly
when the landowner lived outside the zone, it took some time
before his consent could be obtained by the tenant or lessee and
the farmer-leaders. And two, the leaders became aware of ROW
objections much later after a walk-through because some farmers
were absent when this activity was held. Negotiations with these
faermers extended the period of securing all ROW pexmissions for a
proposed ditch.

When the various means to secure ROW donations failed, the
leaders resorted to: (1) opting for the retention of existing
ditch routes (in Upper Lalo), (2) seeking altemnative routes which
were free of ROW problems, and (3) ending the proposed ditch
routes before the fields of farmers refusing to grant ROW. These
actions were taken after consultation with farmer-members.

Lessons from the Buhi-lLalo
ezgerience

The strategy of involving farmers in identifying the loca-
tion of terminal facilities and negotiating ROW for the ditch
routes entails mobilizing farmers' resources to accomplish these
tasks. Apart from their time input, farmers contributed insights
which, although governed by selfish interests, were found to
resuic in fewer ditches, lesser loss of land to ditches, and
greater hectarage which ocould be irrigated within the rotational
area. Moreover, leaders harnessed means and invoked claims on
other farmers which facilitated a number of ROW negotiations.

Farmers' willingness to invest time in the project. The
activities leading to the finalization of ditch lines and the
successful negotiations for ROW donations demanded inputs of time
and effort from farmers. The amount of time spent by farmers in
locating the terminal facilities suggests a considerable degree
of willingness among farmers to participate in the system design
phase of the project.
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In Upper Lalo, the approximate person-days mobilized for
TS-farmer walk-throughs in the two documentation zones totaled 74,
or 4.4 person-days per rotational area. Stake-outs involved a
total of 210 person-days, or roughly 12 person-days per rotational
area. Farmers' time resources which were released for field
investigations to locate farm ditches then amounted to 16.4 person--
days per rotational area, or 142 person-days per zone. In addi-
tion, considerable time was used for ROW negotiations. Unfortu-
nately, precise time-investmen: data were not available for these
activities but they added at least another 5 person-days per
rotational area.

In Lower Lalo, the wider array of activities leading to the
location of terminal facilities in the two documentation zones
involved 636 bperson-days, with 309 person-days spent in accompany -
ing TS during surveys of farmers' proposed ditch routes. The amount
of time resources invested by farmers in the system design phase
averaged about 25 person-days for each rotational area, or roughly
318 person-days per zone. These figure were at least 50 percent
more than the time spent by Upper Lalo farmers in ditch-location
activities. Moreover, the involvement of farmer-leaders in the
negotiations for right of way for ditches as well as lateral
canals resulted in additional time investment of approximately 7
to 10 person-days per rotational area, or 50 to 100 percent more
than the ‘:ime spent by Upper Lalo leaders in ROW negotiations.

The data on farmers' time input in the determination of the
layout of terminal facilities suggest at least two lessons.
Farmers' involvement in the system design phase demands time in-
vestment from both the project staff and the farmers. ‘When
farmers' participation begins with their developing their paper
location of terminal facilities, the demand on farmers' time
increases. It appears, too, that this process requires more time
input from Ts.?° More importantly, however, farmers proved to be

e technical staff who worked in Lower Lalo found the
process observed by farmers too time-consuming. Consequently, the
procedure was simplified by first doing away with the TS-farmer
conference on the farmers' paper location of terminal facilities.
Then, farmers agreed with the TS' suggestion to skip the TS-
farmer walk-through and to proceed directly to a survey of the
ditch lines contained in the farmers' spot map., This much shorter
brocess was put into effect in March 1982,
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willing to supply the time demanded by activities leading to the
finalization of the location of terminal facilities in their
respective rotational areas. This willingness to commit time and
effort in the system design phase could be partly due to farmers'
recognition that location of ditches would affect their prospec-
tive access to water at the same time that ditches traversing
their lands could result in the reduction of the farm lot which
they could cultivate. By participating in the determination of
the ditch lines, farmers could then ensure that benefits would be
maximized and losses to be borne by individual farmers, kept to
the minimumn,

Farmers' interest to improve ditch routes. Farmers in Upper
Lalo and Lower Lalo generally proposed locations of terminal
facilities which would accomplish any of the following obje=tives:
(1) to have a ditch network that would irrigate as large an area as
possible (including previously unirrigated land),?! (2) to avoid
unnecessary loss of land owing to the construction of ditches,
(3) to distribute the loss of riceland among farmers who would be
benefited by the system,93 and (4) to construct ditches which
would rot involve negotiating for right of way with rcontentious
cultivators or landowners of riceland affected by the proposed
ditch routes. Moreover, Upper Lalo farmers sought to ensure that
delivery of irrigation water would not be hampered by facilities
which are not functional; hence, they also proposed the reloca-
tion of dysfunctional turnouts.

*leases supporting this include the proposed rerouting of
SFD-3 in RAMC-2 which aimed at conveying water to downstreem
fields which could not be previously reached by water, and farmers'
suggestion to locate the turnout in RALAT-K-SP-3 so that addi-
tional 2 hectares could be served.

%2I11ustrative examples are provided by RAMC-4 farmers'
proposal to reroute the TS-designed SFD-1 by using the existing
ditch (which would also increase the service area in the rota-
tional area), and by RALAT-K-SP-1 farmers' desire to have SFD-3
cut through high grounds to avoid traversing farm lots.

?3This has been generally observed when farmers conscien-
tiously plot the ditch routes along boundaries of rice farms
rather than having the ditches cut across a particular rice
parcel.
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While the project office surely intended to realize the same
objectives when it drafted the preliminary layout of terminal
facilities, its data base and priorities were different. Project
staff used a topographical map with 50-centimeter intervals while
farmers used their years of experience in tilling the land.
Project staff aimed for simple and straight canal networks while
farmers were more concerned about the area these would irrigate
and ROW problems. In the majority of cases, the survey staff found
farmers' proposed routes (in both Upper Lalo and Lower Lalo) to
be technically feasible. And in two rotational areas in Upper
Lalo documentation zones where farmers proposed a relocation of
the site of a turnout (that is, replacing the existing NIA turn-
out), TS discovered during their field investigation that an
existing turnout was indeed dysfunctional and the farmers' pro-
posed site was a better location. Several hectares in an elevated
section could be served by relocating the turnout. But where
surveys had indicated that ditch lines or turnout locations were
not feasible, farmers usually agreed to plot an alternative route
Oor turnout location with the help of the survey team. Some of
the ditch routes suggested by farmers had to be:altered because
they would cut through high grounds, the ditch lines were found
too long, and/or the ditch network could be simplified without a
significant loss in the additional area which the farmers wanted
to be irrigated.

For Lower Lalo, at least half of the ditch lines suggested
by farmers were confirmed by the TS-farmer survey teams. 1In
Upper Lalo, 29 of the 77 NIA-designed ditches were immediately
confirmed by the farmers, 30 were revised by TS~-farmer teams, and
18 were deleted. Nine additional ditches were located-to replace
half of those delete! by farmers fi.: the NIA's initial designs.
In all, therefore, 68 ditches were constructed. This resulted in
the construction of a total of 46,262 meters of farm ditches, or
about 90.2 meters per hectare. Total cost of these ditches
reached #157,611, or about B307 per hectare. The construction of
68 ditches instead of the NIA-proposed 77 ditches brought about
a reduction by 2125 meters (or 4.1 meters per hectare) in the
total canail length and a lowering of the cost of ditches by B7200
(or B14 per hectare).

The Buhi-Lalo experience underscores the point that farmers
indeed possess strong and definite ideas about where facilities,
especially turnouts and ditches, oug.:it to be located. The ideas
are based on their intimate knowledge of the topography which is
borne by years of tilling in the area. This knowledge becomes
particularly useful in designing farm-level facilities situated
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on uneven terrain. 1In this kind of terrain, the need for ditches
custom-fit to the specific form of the land is great. The proper
tailoring of ditches takes place as a result of the inputs that
farmers make when they are fully involved in designing these
ditches.

The various benefits accruing from farmers' participation in
locating terminal facilities were more sharply emphasized by
observations made during the initial months of operation of the
rehabilitated irrigation system in Upper Lalo. Of the 68 ditches
built in the documentation zones, farmers erased one but used the
other 67 ditches thereby irrigating fields which farmers wanted
to be served. And farmers in two rotational areas began maintain-
ing the farm ditches with very little prodding from the NIA system
personnel. Engincers in the Buhi-Lalo project found both points’
remarkable in the light of experiences in other (nonparticipatory)
national irrigation projects and of pravious problems encountered in
the Lalo River system in connection with farmers' maintenance of
farm ditches.9%%

While farmers' participation in the system~-design phase does
generate multiple benefits, it also brings about additional costsa.
This happens when it results in the deletion of existing or newly
built structures, construction of more structures, and extension
of the project timetable to allow farmers to accomplish specific
tasks. However, even these costs can be rationalized, as evidenced
in Upper Lalo. The relocation of two existing turnouts, for
instance, was estimated to cost an additional P5000 each on the
minimum. Field investigations conducted by NIA engineers, howevs:,
showed that not only were the existing turnouts dysfunctional, the
new sites chosen by the farmers would irrigate the entire rota-
tional area (including some elevated ricefields). 1In the case of
farmers' requested structures and lining of certain sections of
main farm ditches, additional expenditures were expected to be
incurred by the project. A careful screening of these requests
by NIA could minimize the added costs without sacrificing the
benefits these works were expected to have in the operation and
maintenance phase of the project. And lastly, the implementation
of the participatory approach in the Buhi-Lalo project had dic-
tated the extension of the construction timetable by six months

% The operat ‘'on and maintenance of the improved Lalo River
national irrigatic:, system in Upper Lalo is discussed in a report
being prepared for NIA by the Research and Service Center of the
Ateneo de Naga.
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(from the original target of December 1981 to the new targeted
end of construction in June 1982) in view of the three-month
suspension of construction activities in early 1981 to allow
farmers to prepare for construction. As it turned out, however,
construction was completed faster than projected--two months later
than the original target but four months earlier than the reset
target.

Construction Activities in Upper Lalo

After the farmers and the project office had agreed on the
ditch lines to be constructed, both parties then geared them-
selves for construction. 1In this stage, farmers' participation
had been operationalized in terms of either working in the
canalization and other NIA-administered works or contracting to
undertake certain construction jobs in their respective rotational
areas.

The preconstruction meetings betwee;: TS and farmers enabled
both parties to discuss requirements and arrangements for con-
struction. The engineers guided the farmers in preparing the
plantilla (or mold) for ditches by furmishing them with data on
the dimensions of ditches in their rotational area. An important
supplement to these conferences of the farmers with TS were the
explanations which the COs and ZEs provided outside the TS-farmer
meetings concerning changes in the contracting arrangements.
These project field personnel also advised the project office
when farmers were ready to undertake construction jobs. When
necessary, they insisted that the start of construction be
deferred until they had met with farmers and the latter had
understood new requirements (such as engaging in bidding for
canalization works in connection with pacquiao contracts), and
until right-of-way problems had been resolved by farmers.

Construction arrangements and
farmers' participation

Farmers were involved in the construction of diversion
works, rehabilitation of canals, and construction of terminal
facilities. They hired out their labor for wages to NIA for con-
struction works undertaken by NIA and for canalization done under
volume-of-work (takay. arrangements. Beginning in October
1981, rotational~area leaders contracted the construction of the
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remaining terminal facilities in their areas. Farmers from each
rotational area joined the contract work of their area and gene-
rally shared in the earnings from the contract.

Farmers undertook two kinds of activities: excavation and
backfilling. They were guided by the marks appearing on the
stakes located at every station of the ditches. Workers were
supervised by ZE and their attendance was recorded daily by a
farmer-leader whom the workers had chosen to act as attendance
checker. Upon completion of a ditch, the checker submitted to ZE
the attendance sheet of workers hired under piece-work arrange-
ments. For the contract jobs, the farmer-contractor kept the
ettendance records on which he based the amount to be paid each
worker after NIA had released the funds for the completed con-
struction works in the rotational area.

During the construction period (mid-March 1981 through
February 1982), problems were encountered regarding the on-
schedule start and/or completion of construction. Delays in con-
struction of terminal facilities had been ascribed to lack of
manpower when construction coincided with labor-intensive farming
operations in the area, and to inclement weather. Moreover, a
right-of-way problem met by farmers in one rotational area
resulted in the suspension of canalization works for two months
while farmer-leaders and the project office negotiated with the
landowner to grant ROW for the new farm ditch.

Another reason for delay was negotiations about payment for
construction. In oue rotational area, farmers felt that, contrary
to project office's assumptions, ditch construction involved heavy
excavation and backfilling because of rocky soil along the ditch
route. After airing their complaint to NIA, farmers suspended
work for three months and resumed ditch construction only after
the project office had made the necessary cost adjustments. The
final cost estimate which TS reached after a series of field
investigations and negotiations with faurmers was almost three
times higher than the original cost quotation. In another rota-
tional area, farmer-workers threatened to abandon canalization
work when tiiey learned that the project office had reduced the
cost estimate for the canalization job. The problem was settled
when the project office expiained to the farmers the reasons for
the reduction in the cost estimate for the ditch construction,

The farmers acknowledged the validity of NIA's arguments; none-
theless, they asked NIA to immediately inform the farmers of any
changes in construction cost estimates. In yet another rotational
area, some farmers felt that the rotational-area leader who
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contracted the canalization job failed to compensate the workers
equitably which then resulted in an undetermined profit for the
farmer-contractor. The problem took about a month and a half to
be resolved, with the complainants eventually deciding to
"forgive" the farmer-leader, and accepting him back as a rota-
tional-area leader and association official.

A problem which also beset the project office concerned
takay workers who received a daily wage lower than the legislated
minimm wage. Although this lower wage was due to workers not
putting in the required 8-hour workday, the project office worried
about possible legal implications. To avoid this problem, in
October 1981 the project office reverted to giving the farmers
fixed-price contracts for canalization (and, later, construction
of canal structures) in the rotational area.

While the project office had successfully avoided the
takay-related problem, it had not fully resolved the constant
problem of delayed release of payment to farmer-workers. While
still undertaking canalization using takay arrangement, NIA
agreed to hasten the processing of payments and to make partial
payments even if the completed work did not constitute the 30-
percent (of the total contract work) accomplishment requirement.
To avoid delays owing to the need for an accomplishrent inspec-
tion (which usually took place about two weeks after end of
canalizaticn works in an area), the project office also in-
structed ZEs to prepare a certificate that the ditch was built
according to specifications. By October 1981, however, ZEs
stopped preparing the certificates because of their increasing
supervision workload in construction. Thus, the project office
fielded survey teams to conduct accomplishment surveys. In each
rotational area, TS' accomplishment inspections were followed by
an independent field investigation by the Commission on Audit.
To assist farmers who were claiming paym:nts from the project
office, NIA posted a flow chart in a conspicuous place in the
office. This chart provided information to farmers on which
section to approach for specific payment-release requirements.
Despite these measures, farmers continued to complain of delayed
release of payments as late as February 1982. 1In general,
payments for construction works were released by NIA about two
weeks after end of construction. During the first three months
after the resumption of construction activities in mid-March 1981,
however, several payments were not released until five or six
weeks after completion of canalization.
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Lessons from the Upper Lalo
experience

The results of the documentation of NIA's experience with
farmers’ participation highlight certain difficulties encountered
by NIA and farmers during the construction stage of the Upper Lalo
project. In turn, the problems and their resolution reveal some
lessons for the application of the participatory apprcach at the
construction phase of projects similar to the Buhi~Lalo efforts.

Adjustments in construction timetable. In an irrigation
project using farmers' participation, adjustments have to be made
in the timetable for construction activities. In Upper Lalo, these
activities were originally scheduled to be completed by December
1981. Following the introduction of the participatory approach,
however, NIA suspended construction for three months (January to
March 1981) in order to give COs some lead time for organizing
farmers to participate in construction tasks. NIA reset the
completion of construction to June 1982 or six months later than
the original plan. The new timetable allowed farmers to revise
NIA-proposed terminal facilities (January through December 1981),
undertake construction work (starting in mid-March 1981), inventory
completed terminal facilities (in February and March 1282), and
begin negotiations for additional canalization and canal
structures.

Timing of construction. When counting on farmers to provide
manpover for construction work, it is necessary to ensure that the
work does not conflict with their cropping schedules. 1In Upper
Lalo, the project management anticipated this need when it revised
its constructlon timetable. Hence in the first month of involving
farmers in building ditches, it apprised both COs and TS of the
slack and peak farming periods in the project area. It also ad-
vised them to step up construction activities during slack period
when they could reasonably expect farmers to be available for these
activities. The Upper Lalo experience also showed that when
construction work did conflict with farmers' farm operations,
shortage of manpower was encountered and completion of construction
works was delayed.

Benefits from farmers' participation. Allowing farmers to
construct their own ditches revealed at least three advantages.
One, farmers were more willing to donate their time and energy for
preparatory activities like ditch location and stake-out when they
were assured that farm ditches would be built according to their
suggestions. Farmers felt that participation in construction of




Illo and Chiong-Javier 1983:221

the ditches was a means of guaranteeing that their proposed loca-
tion of terminal facilities would be observed. Two, farmers were
willing to settle all right-of-way problems which might delay
construction completion. 1In the documentation zones, only in 1 of
the 68 ditches built was a right-of-way problem encountered at the
time when construction had been scheduled. Engineers noted that
this was an exceptionally low rate of ROW problems compared with
nonparticipatory projects they had worked on. And three, farmers
exercised greater care in constructing ditches than regular con-
struction workers, for farmers knew these ditches wculd bring water
to their own farms., For instance, none of the 68 ditches
coastructed by farmers in the documentation zones had to be redone
after TS' accomplishment surveys, and only six were found to have
weak embankments when TS-farmer teams conducted an inventory of
completed terminal facilities.

Flexibility in construction-related decislons. To allow
farmers' involvement in construction and to avoid delays in com-
pletion of construction, the project office sometimes had to
simplify procedures affecting farmers. 1In Upper Lalo, the project
office experimented with replacing the time-consuming accomplish-
ment surveys with 2E's certification of ditch-construction
completion. It had also provided farmers with simple instructions
on how and where to claim payments for construction work done.

Moreover, the project office had to renegotiate costs of
construction contracts in some cases, and keep farmers informed
of changes in construction costs to avoid unnecessary delays in
construction completion. In one case in Upper Lalo, farmers'
claim that the contract cost had been underestimated was borne
out by field investigations. This miscalculation resulted in a
three-month delay in the completion of canalization works in the
area.

Preparations for Farmers' Assumption of Partial
System Management Responsibilities

In line with NIA's intention to turn over partial system
operation and maintenance responsibilities to the farmers, the
project office instituted ‘wo moves. These steps, which were
started simultaneously, involved organizing zone-level irrigators'
agsociations and developing the farmers' terms for undertaking
joint system management with NIA.
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Organizing farmers into
irrigators' associations

The decision to formalize the irrigators' associations at
the zone level gave each association a meaningful area of responsi-
bility (approximately 250 hectares).®% In pursuing the goal to
organize these irrigators' associations, COs assisted farmers with
the following tasks: preparing the requirements for the associa-
tion's registration with the Securities and Exchange Commission,
including the finalization of the bylaws; ratifying the assccia-
tion bylaws; and holding elections for the board of directors and
other association positions. These activities were geared toward
helping the associations acquire a legal personality which would
enable each of them to enter intn a system management contract
with NIA.

In both documentation zones of Upper Lalo, COs and other
project office personnel engaged farmer-leaders in a series of
conferences to inform them about the SEC registration requirements,
and to develop with the leaders strategies for accomplishing them.
The project office also provided each zone sample copies of
documents amony which was a sample set. of bylaws. The ‘armer-
leaders prepared the initial draft of the bylaws; this was revised
during meetings convened in each of the rotational areas of the
documentation zones.

Whiie holding discussions on the requirements which each zone
would have to fulfill in connection with its SEC registration,
farmer-leaders also prepared for association elections. They
developed their plans during meetings with COs and other project

95Under NIA's participatory communal program, a number of
irrigators' associations have successfully operated and maintained
irrigation systems which served areas between 200 and 300 hectares.
In contrast, turnout-level organizations formed in some national
irrigation systems have not been as successful, These turnout-
level organizations were limited to managing the irrigation faci-
lities in an area of 50 hectares or smaller. These observations
suggest that an area larger than a rotational or turnout area
provides an irrigators' association more meaningful cperation and
maintenance activities, and a zone which covers abou” 250 hectares
is a more realistic level on which to formalize an association.
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personnel. 1In December 1981, farmers in each of the documentation
zones met to ratify the association bylaws, to choose the members
of the board of directors, and to form the working committees.

In consonance with the provisions of their bylaws, Zone I-A
farmers selected the person who would represent their respective
rotational areas in the board. Each of the nine rotational areas
in the zone was provided a seat in the board. Of the nine seats,
eight were filled during the ¢ lections. The person who would
occupy the ninth seat and would represent his rotational area was
appointed by the board during its first meeting. In Zone I-B,
farmers elected the five members of the board, regardless of their
rotational-area affiliation.

In January 1982, the associations began finalizing the
documents required for their registration with SEC. Morcover,
they initiated, with the help of COs, the preparation of master-
lists of their respective memberships for the purpose of membership-
fee collections.

Negotiating the terms of the
NIA-association system
management contract

Preparatory work for the NIA-association negotiations over
the terms of their joint system managemer.t contract began in May
1981. The first formal negotiation session took place in September
1981. This covered the conditions which farm:r-leaderc from the
three Upper Lalo zones had drafted to apply to the entire Lalo
River irrigation system. The second meeting, which transpired in
March 1982, was convened separately for the three zones to discuss
the terms which were proposed by farmers for their respective
zones.

The preparations which farmers undertook in connection with
their negotiation meetings with the NIA assistant administrator
for operations consisted of a series of activities. For the first
negotiation session, Upper Lalo farmer-leaders met in conferences
convened by the project office. These conferenc:s, together with
rotational-area meetings held in the three zones, were intended
to assist farmers in the development of a common set of terms for
farmers' participation in system operation and maintenance. The
last of these leaders' conferences, which was held in August 1981,
resulted in the consolidation of the terms prepared by the Upper
Lalo leaders. These terms stipulated NIA-association sharing in
irrigation fee collections and in maintenance responsibilities;
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farmers' need for an association office, service vehicles, and
cash advance (from NIA) to cover the associations' initial operat-
ing expenses; and irrigation fee discounts for ROW donors and
exemptions from fee payments for farmers who had realized harvests
lower than 30 cavans per hectare. (Of the nine conditions pre-
sented by farmer-leaders, NIA accepted the requests for an office
and service vehicle for each association. While the offices would
be provided by NIA without any charge to the farmers, the service
vehicles could be secured through a noninterest loan from NIA.

The remaining seven terms had to be further negotiated between the
farmers and NIA.)

Ir. January 1982, the project office instructed the three
newly~-formed irrigators' associations to prepare their respective
sets of conditions for their involvement in system operation and
maintenance. The method of developing the zonal conditions varied
among the three zones. In the two documentation zones, the
process took approximately one month.

The Zone I-A board of directors drafted six conditions which
the board discussed with project management. The meeting resulted
in the deletion of one condition and the rewording of another.

The revised set of five conditions was then presented to and sub-
sequently accepted by the members during different rotational-
area meetings. In Zone I-B, the board of directors solicited
farmers' suggestions for the terms which would govern the associa-
tion's participation in system management. This was accomplished
through rotational-area meetings. The proposals solicited from
these sessions were consolidated by the rotational-area leaders;
the final set of 12 (from the original 13) conditions was prepared
by the board.

The conditions which Upper Lalo farmers were negotiating
with NIA reflected in part their understanding of the arrangements
which ocould govern system operation and maintenance. Discussions
during the first negotiation session indicated that farmers had
to decide whether they wanted joint system management with NIA or
a complete turnover of the irrigation system to the associations.
Although farmers allowed for sharing with NIA the repair and
maintenance responsibilities over the main and lateral canals,
they proposed to remit only 1 of every 5 cavans per hectare
collected from water users each year. The NIA assistant admi-
nistrator for operations explained that under NIA's assistance
program for community systems (or communals), 1.5 cavans per
hectare was the minimum rate for repaying construction costs which
NIA charged to irrigators' associations to whom irrigation systems
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had been completely turned over by NIA. In casc the Upper Lalo
farmers would opt for complete system turnover, they would have
to remit at least 1.5 cavans per hectare per year, and farmers
would be wholly responsible for the repair and maintenance of
irrigation facilities. At the close of the negotiation meeting,
NIA and the farmers seemed to have reached an implicit agreement
to explore the possibility of joint system management before
venturing directly to complete turnover of the Lalo River system
to the associations.

When NIA and association officials met again in March 1982,
they agreed on the following conditions. First, the association
would be responsible for water distribution within the zone. The
implied condition was that NIA would take charge of delivering
water to the different Upper Lalo zones. Second, maintenance of
main and lateral canals and of terminal facilities found within a
zone would be the responsibility of the irrigators' association.
Third, the association would resolve conflicts among its members
although NIA's assistance might be sought in special cases. Aand
fourth, NIA would provide the different associations an office as
well as technical assistance, including the conduct of seminars
at NIA's expense. 96

By the end of the March 1982 negotiation session, however,
the associations and NIA had vyet to agree on the terms related to:
irrigation-fee collections, including adjustments in the fees to
be charged ROW donors and those to be paid by farmers whose farm
sizes had been overreported by NIA system personnel; the associa-
tion's share in the repairs of lateral and/or main canals; and
farmers' request for a cash advance to underwrite the associations'
initial operation and maintenance expenses.

Learning from the Upper
Lalo experience

The experience of Upper Lalo farmers with their organiza-
tion into irrigators' associations and initial organizational
activities yields at least four lessons. These relate to the
timing of the formation of irrigators' associations in a project

°¢1n Zone I-B, NIA also agreed to complete the remaining
terminal facilities and structures, and to line specific portions
of lateral canals prior to the association's assumption of system
management responsibilities,
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inwlving an existing national irrigation system; assistance in
complying with registration requirements; uses of membership lists;
and representation of rotational areas in the association's
leadership. Additional lessons are gleaned from the negotiations
over system operation and maintenance which transpired in Upper
Lalo during the documentation research period. One lesson refers
to the need for farmers to understand the available options for
undertaking system operation and maintenance; the other, to the
development of terms which would be mutually acceptable and
beneficial to farmers and NIA.

Timing of formation of irrigators' associations. Since pre-
construction organizing lead time was quite limited in Upper Lalo,
COs delayed the formal organization of the farmers until the end
of the construction period. NIA awarded contracts for the
construction of terminal facilities to informal farmer-groups in
different sections of the documentation zones. This was done to
give more time for task-oriented leaders to emerge and prove
themselves, and to generate broader participation before foimal
elections were held. In connection with system operation and
maintenance, however, NIA expected farmers to operate as a formally
organized group. In this case, the contractor for system manage-
ment would be the association. Thus in each of the two Upper
Lalo documentation zones, COs did not organize farmers into
irrigatorsy' association until the farmers were about to negotiate
with NIA the finai terms for the association's participation in
the operation and maintenance of irrigation facilities found with-
in the zone. Hence, farmers were given about one year to develop
their own leaders and to build their commitment to their zonal

group.

Assistance with legal requirements. Bureaucratic require-
ments are often one of the hardest tasks for farmers' groups to
handle. They require a sophistication in form-filling and
bureaucratic follow-up that are rare skills among farmers. Anti-
cipating these problems, the project office provided the farmers
considerable help. It assembled Upper Lalo farmer-leaders for a
discussion of 'the procedure and the documents to be accomplished
for the association's SEC registration. The project office also
provided each zone samples of these documents. Further assist-
ance was extended by COs and other project personnel, who
reviewed the initial drafts of the documents prepared by the
farmers and helped the associations finalize the forms to be sub-
mitted to SEC. And finally, NIA collected the registration
application papers from the associations and submitted these to
SEC.
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Uses of membership lists. The rotational-area membership
list and, by extension, that of the irrigators' association are
bound to vary depending on the purpose for which these lists are
prepared. For instance, COs and leaders in the documentation
zones asked farmers who were cultivating ricefields in more than
one rotational area to choose their "home" area; this enabled the
association to establish its exact membership size., A membership
list based on head count of cultivators was deemed crucial for
collecting membership fees as well as for determining the quorum
in general assemblies. While this list of members might be useful
for purposes related to zone-level activities, such list might not
be effective as a basis for collecting irrigation fees and mobil-
izing farmers for the operation and maintenance of irrigation
facilities because these activities would likely be accomplished
by each rotational-area group. Irrigation fees would be collected
by the designated rotational-area fee collector from farmers who
cultivated fields in the rotational area. Thus members who farmed
in more than one rotational area would settle their irrigation
service bills with several fee collectors. The upkeep of farm
ditches would also involve cultivators of farms located within the
rotational area, regardless of whether some of the farmers have
also to participate in maintenance work in other rotational areas.
This situation stresses the need for two different membership lists
at the rotational-area level: one showing all the farmers who
tilled in that area and the other showing which of these farmers
used this rotational area as the basis for their membership in the
irrigators' association.

Representation in the association leadership. The composi-
tion of the association's board of directors provides a first
approximation of the likely future involvement of members in
association affairs. In Zone I-aA, for instance, each of the nine
rotational areas was allotted a seat in the board of directors.
This strategy appears to ensure direct access of each rotational-
area group to the association's decision-making body. In Zone
I-B, on the other hand, board membership was limited to five
(while there were eight rotational arsas in the zone). ::nd board
members were chosen regardless of their area affiliation. While
this method might attract the most interested and competent among
the farmers, the rotational-area leaders would serve as the only
formal link between the asscciation's central leadership and the
different rotational-area groups. The structure could lead to
tendencies of a small clique to dominate the association. Observa-
tions in the two zones, however, belied these expectations. In
drawing up the terms for participation in system management,

Zone I-A merely asked the members' confirmation of a prepared set
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of conditions. In Zone I-B, in contrast, the board solicited
farmers' suggestions during rotational-area meetings. The board
members and other leaders consolidated the member-proposed terms,
and presented these to NIA during the March 1982 negotiations.
The Upper Lalo experience then emphasizes a salient point: the
leadership structure in an association would only be as effective
in maintaining farmers' commitment to the association as the
operational procedures which the group observes. To compensate
for the limited rotational-area representation in the association
leadership, Zone I-B farmer-leaders seem to have installed the
beginning of a process which continuously engages members in
deciding the fate of the association.

Clarifying options for farmeys' involvement. In Upper Lalo,
farmers appeared not to have understood the distinction between
NIA's joint system management with the associations and NIA's
tusming over the irrigation system completely to the associations.
As a result, their terms straddled the two arrangements, and key
oconditions (such as sharing of irrigation-fee collections and costs
of repalr of irrigation facilities) could not be settled even
during the second negotiation session in March 1982, This indi-
cated a need to clarify at the outset the array of possible system
management arrangements which could be contracted and what each
arrangement entailed.

Development of mutually acceptable terms. In other national
irrigation systems NIA operated and maintained the entire system
except the terminal facilities within the 20-50 hectare turnout
area. In Buhi-Lalo, NIA wanted to experiment with turning over
operation and maintenance responsibility for an entire. zone (about
250 hectares) to the zone-level irrigators' associations. While
farmers were not necessarily opposed to this idea, the fact re-
mained that NIA initiated this new arrangement. In recognition
of this fact, COs encouraged farmers to draw up their own list of
conditions for taking over these tasks. Thus, farmers' agreement
on an initial set of negotiating conditions could be assured; what
remained was to check these conditions against NIA policies and
procedures. Conditions which did not contradict agency policies
were immediately accepted; farmers' terms which deviated from NIA's
current policies (for example, acceptable commissions on irriga-
tion-fee collections to be given to irrigators' associations) were
discussed and left open for amendmant and further negotiation.
Very rarely did the NIA negotiator refuse outright a particular
condition. Instead, he sought various ways of accommodating
farmers' demands; he also explored with the farmers how certain
conditions (like irrigation-fee discounts to be extended to ROW
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donors) could be reworked to make it acceptable to NIA and the
farmers. The Upper Lalo experience, therefore, shows the need
for flexibility in the agency when trying out nonconventional
System management arrangements. However, the fact that mutually
acceptable arrangements had not been agreed on by the end of the
documentation period also reflects the difficulty of the
negotiating process.

Coordination between COs and TS

Previous NIA experiences with farmers' participation in the
design and construction of communal irrigation projects had
indicated the close interrelationship between organizing and
technical tasks and hence, the necessity for a close coordination
of these activities. Building on this lesson, the Buhi-Lalo COs
and TS had coordinated their tasks since organizing work began in
late November 1980. Their coordination efforts took place in
formal meetings as well as in the field.

Nature and method of
coordination’

Formal CO-TS coordination took place at the NIA project
office or the regional training center. It brought together key
project management personnel (such as the project manager,
division chiefs, and section heads), other project personnel who
were based in the office (particularly design engineers) and in
the field (including zone engineers, surveyors, and water manage-
ment technologists), and the organizing staff (Q0s and their
supervisors). They effected coordination of artivities in the
entire Buhi-Lalo project area through seminar-workshops. While a
number of CO-TS coordination meetings involved personnel assigned
to either Upper Lalo or Lower Lalo, some sessions were convened
exclusively for either Upper Lalo or Lower Lalo COs and TS.

Particularly for Upper Lalo, formal CO-TS meetings were
held at least once a month, During meetings, COs and TS apprised
each other of project developments in the field and in the office,
aired and sought solutions to different problems encountered in
implementing their work .programs, and identified the kinds of
support required in order to accomplish their tasks. 'The project
management also imparted NIA policies, plans, an: other inform-
ation which would guide the activities of COs and TS. Management
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also set, clarified, or standardized procedures for undertaking
certain activities.

Informal coordination occurred primarily in the field. This
involved COs, ZEs, personnel of the design and survey sections who
met and worked with farmers in the location of terminal facilities,
and other project staff members who assisted farmers in activities
like negotiating for rights of way. In a zone where a ZE had
been designated, COs were observed to have coordinated most inten-
sively with this person. CO-ZE coordination in Upper Lalo began
in late November 1980, but became more intensive between January
and March 1981 when the temporary suspension of construction gave
the ZE time to accompany the COs. In Lower Lalo, CO-ZE coordina-
tion in the two documentation zones commenced only when ZEs were
deployed to these areas in June 1981,

To encourage COs and ZEs to coordinate their efforts, the
project office instituted two moves. First, the area assignments
of COs were matched with those of ZEs as much as possible so that
they could form into work teams. And second, like COs, ZEs were
required to reside full-time in their assigned areas especially
during the period when the farmers were preparing for their
participaticn in construction. Beginning in Janvary 1981, for
instance, at least two COs and one ZE worked as a team in a zone
in Upper Lalo. 2E also set up full-time residence in his assigned
zone within the first few months preceding the start of construc-
tion in the zone. In order to facilitate a close and immediate
synchronization of tasks, COs and ZE who formed a team boarded
together with a farmer's household. ZE frequently accompanied
COs as the latter moved about the zone to conduct groundwork and
notification campaigns, as well as to mobilize farmers for meetings
and other activities preparatory to construction. In turn, COs
were present while ZE discussed with farmers the construction
prerequisites and as ZE undertook with farmers specific precon-
struction tasks. And in Lower Lalo, (Os and ZE accompanied farmers
during walk-throughs to investigate the farmers' proposed ditch
routes. Because COs and ZE were often together, they learned to
appreciate each other's work and, inspite of initial misgivings
among the engineers, to work as a team. Engineers who had worked
in other (nonparticipatory) irrigation projects remarked that
their experience with the Buhi-Lalo COs showed that technical and
institutional (or nontechnical) staffs could work as a team rather
than as rivals. Moreover, close coordination between (Os and the
engineers (including those working with the design and survey
sections) enabled the field personnel to avoid imparting conflict-~
ing information which tended to confuse farmers, plan and assess
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field needs jointly, understand and smooth out problems, and
clarify issues with either the farmers or project management,

Two general situations emphasized the value of tight coor-
dination between the institutional and technical staffs in the
Buhi-Lalo project. 1In Upper Lalo, COs and ZE working in a zone
jointly determined which rotational~area groups were ready to
undertake canalization work. COs worked closely with farmer-
leaders who were negotiating ROW and organizing work teams in their
rotational area; ZE assisted the farmers prepare the ditch molds
after the latter had confirmed the layout of terminal facilities
which the project office had revised on the basis of farmers'
suggestions and results of TS-farmer field investigations. Once
COs and 2E were certain that ROW donations had been secured, enough
farmer-workers were available to do canalization, and the ditch
molds were ready, they then informed project management that
construction could begin in the rotational area. In this way,

COs and ZE provided the project office vital information for draw-
ing up a realistic construction schedule for every rotational area
in their assigned zone. And because (0s and ZE had developed a
basically common understanding of field situations, they could
jointly argue to defer construction in a rotational area where the
farmers were not yet ready.

In Lower Lalo, where farmers' participation in technical
activities centered on the location of terminal facilities, close
coordination between COs and the project's survey and design
staffs allowed the timely entry of these technical personnel to
discuss and/or investigate with the rotational-area groups the
farmers' suggested ditch routes and turnout location. * And when
COs in the documentation zones kept the survey and design per-
sonnel informed about the progress of the paper location of
terminal facilities by farmers in different rotational areas,
these technical staff members were then able to anticipate when
they would be needed to meet with the different rotational-area
groups and to ensure that they would be available when farmers
requested their presence in a conference or field investigation,

The two general cases cited stressed the point that close
CO-TS coordination had made possible synchronization of institu-~
tional and technical activities. The pace of technical activi-
ties--be they related to system design or construction--was
adjusted to the pace of organizing work so that farmers could
effectively engage in project activities.
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Lessons Ifrom the coordination
experienct: in the Buhi-Lalo

project

The experience of Buhi-Lalo COs and TS, particularly those
assigned to Upper Lalo, affirmed the importance of closely
cvordinating organizing and tuechnical activities in the implementa-
tion of the participatory approach to irrigation development.

The experience also showed that close coordination between (Os
and TS could proceed basically well, despite difficulties, under
the following conditions. First, the TS, particularly ZEs, were
freed from the bind of having to meet technical accomplishment
deadlines which had been set before the initiation of organizing
work. In Upper Lalo, this became possible when construction work
was suspended and technical schedules were subsequently adjusted
to suit the organizing pace.

Second, the work areas assigned to COs and ZEs were matched,
which enabled them to operate as a team and simplified coordination
because COs needed to coordinate with only one ZE, and each ZE
needed to coordinate with only two or threce COs.

Third, ZEs were made to reside in their assigned area as did
COs. Since this was implemented fairly early during the organizing
period, this arrangement afforded ZEs the chance to gain personal
insights into and understanding of COs' work. Likewise, they were
able to get to know more the farmers with whom they were to work
later. This seemed to have very beneficial effects on their
understanding of farmers' requests and their willingneqs to listen
and respect farmers' opinions.

Fourth, COs and TS jointly underwent orientation and train-
ing on the implementation of the participatory approach. Both
parties were therefore provided with the opportunities for building
rapport and understanding the nature and interrelationship of
their roles.

And fifth, there was strong support from the project manage-
ment. In the Buhi-Lalo project, the management had consistently
emphasized the need for all project personnel to keep in mind the
project's participatoxry goals. This prodding was especially
essential for the personnel of certain sections of the project's
enginzering, construction, and administrative divisions because of
the adjustments that they needed to make in their work to allow
farmers' participation in project implementation. For instance,
the design section of the engineering division needed to study the
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feasibility of farmers' proposed revisions in the paper designs of
terminal facilities and revise these designs in accordance with
feasible suggestions. Through various directives and activities
like workshops and meetings, the project management stressed as
well the necessity for O0s and TS to establish closer ties. In
order to realize the goals of the participatory approach, it had
also made clear to TS that they should be receptive to farmers.

A Final Summing Up of Lessons Learned

The 15-month documented experiences in the Buhi-Lalo project
reveal that farmers can be drawn to participate in the design of
system facilities, particularly farm ditches and other farm-level
structures. Moreover, farmers' interest in engaging in pre-
construction activities is closely linked with their likely in-
volvement in the construction of these facilities as well as in
the operation and maintenance of irrigation facilities. Farmers'
readiness to assume system management responsibilities is, in
turn, interrelated with the commitment which farmers have developed
toward the irrigation system and the irrigators' associations
which would undertake system operation and maintenance. The
degree to which farmers actually participate in different phases
of the project, however, hinges on project management's comuitment
to the participatory goals of the project and on how well tech-
nical activities are synchronized with the pace of organizing work.

The Buhi-Lalo project experiences show that when farmers
were involved in the system design phase, the following benefits
obtained. The number and total length of ditches were kept to a
minimum because in places where farm Zitches already existed,
farmers generally preferred to retain these and open new ditch
lines only when they thought these would increase the irrigable
area or avoid right-of-way problems. Controlling the number of
ditches to be constructed slightly reduced NIA's construction
costs as well as minimized the losses of farm area to ditches.
Farmers' intimate knowledge of the topography of their area helped
fit the ditch designs to the terrain of the area. When the system
began operations, all ditches functioned as anticipated, which
engineers indicated was rarely the case in nonparticipatory
projects. Further, farmers erased only one of the 68 constructed
channels, a marked improvement on experience in nonparticipatory
project areas vhere farmers erased the great majority of new
channels built by NIA. Another benefit was the absence of ROW
problems during construction. Because farmers negotiated for ROW
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at the time that they located the faru ditches, it turned out that
in only one case was there a construction delay due to a ROW
problem.

The Upper Lalo project provides evidences showing that
farmers can be drawn to contract construction works. After NIA
had clarified and assured their involvement in the constructicn
phase, farmers showed greater willingness to invest time and effort
in finalizing the location of terminal facilities and right-of-way
agreements. Farmers viewed their involvement in construction as
a guarantee that their proposed location of terminal facil.ties
would be respected. And in their desire to get the facilities
constructed and the system functioning as soon as possible, farmers
also became committed to complete construction as early and as
close to technical specifications as they could. Indeed, none of
the facilities which the farmers built had to be redone, and only
a few of the completed ditch embankments had to be fortified.

Farmers' involvement in locating, negotiating ROW4 for, and
constructing irrigation facilities seemed to have enabled farmers
to identify themselves with the irrigation system which would
serve their farms. In at least two rotational areas, farmers'
groups began to maintain the ditches (which they had started to
refer to as theirs) when these were made operational in March
1982; this farmers' initiative contrasted with the difficulties
which NIA system personnel had encountered in mobilizing farmers
to maintain the terminal facilities. Good groundwork appeared to
have been laid by heavy involvement of farmers in the project, and
this seemed a necessary precondition for strong farmers' groups.
But whether it is a sufficient condition for a successful per-
formance of farmers in system operation and maintenance remains
to be seen.

The contract-negotiation experiences in Upper Lalo revealed
a need for NIA to discuss with farmers the different system-
management arrangements which they could contract. During the
negotiations, farmers also insisted on ensuring that irrigation
facilities were functional, resources were available for dis-
charging management functions assigned to the association, and
assistance in training farmers in system management was forth-
coming. Even with strong farmers' groups, NIA assistance in
different aspects of system operation and maintenance is likely to
be needed. Observations from participatory communal irrigation
projects indicate that while farmers have proved themselves quite
capable of undertaking operation and maintenance, financial
management is often a difficult endeavor. It is also worth noting
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that at the end of the documentation research period, negotiations
were still going on over fee-sharing arrangements, an issue which
is likely to be hard to resolve immediately.

To realize the participatory goals of the Buhi-Lalo project,
NIA had tc allow COs sufficient preconstruction organizing lead
time, to exercise flexibility in scheduling start of construction
and in setting targets for organizing work, and to instill among
the technical staff the willingness to work closely with the
farmers. Project management also had to institute steps to allow
COs and engineers assigned to the field to coordinate their tasks
and to enable project personnel to make the adjustments required
by the participatory approach. Aas demonstrated in the Buhi-Lalo
project, involving farmers in irrigation development efforts often
entailed Jeparture from traditional NIA procedures and gradual
evolution of processual and policy modifications. Compared with
the traditional efforts to improve existing national irrigation
systems or to develop new ones, a participatory project involves
new costs and creates new constraints to the accomplishment of
technical tasks. Community organizers had to be hired and trained;
organizing costs for 16 mc .ths ending in March 1982 amounted to
about P113 per hectare. Morecrrer, time had to be allowed for
farmers to | .opose revisions, construction schedules had to be kept
flexible to adapt to farmers' readiness to participate in con-
struction, and NIA had to train farmers in system operation and
maintenance. The participatory approach further demanded con-
siderable efforts from both project management and technical staff
because farmers wanted them to come to meetings and conduct field
investigations. Balancing these costs, however, are basically two
benefits: a functional and problem-minimum irrigation system, and
an irrigators' association which can eventually take on.the
operation and maintenance of the system. The latter can translate
into lower operation and maintenance costs which NIA has to spend
after construction. On the whole, therefore, the approach offers
a set of (tested and anticipated) attractive benefits which can
offset additional NIA investments.
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Table Al. Coverage of Upper Lalo and Lower Lalo in March 1982

Project Range of
area and Size No. of rotational areas? rotational- Communities covered
zane (in ha.) RAMCs RALATS Total area sizesP
Upper Lalo 870 12 14 26 11-54 6 in Buhi and 1 in Iriga City
I-a 257 4 5 g 13-52 Antipolo, San Francisco,
San Isidro (Buhi)
I-B 256 3 S 8 11-54 San Francisco, San Isidro,

San Jose-Salay, Santa
Isabel (Buhi)

iI-a 357 5 4 9 16-49 Santa Isabel, San Jose-Salay,
De los Angeles (Buhi); Del
Rosario-Banao (Iriga City)

Lower Lalo€ 2,304 25 50 84 5-52 1 in Buhi, 7 in Iriga, 4 in
Nabua, and 7 in Bato
I1I-B 196 - - 9d 7-48 Santa Justina (Buhi); Del
Rosario-Banao (Iriga City)
I1-C 265 6 2 8 24-52 Del Rosario-Banao, Sto. Mifo,

La Medalla (Iriga City);
Santa Justina (Buhi)

I1I-A 232 9 o 9 12-38 La Medalla and San Antonio
(Iriga City)
II1-B 321 - 13 13 5-50 San Antonio, La Trinidad,

Salvacion, and Santa
Cruz (Iriga)
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Table A1 (cont.)

located in
brhe

CThe

Project Range of
area and Size No. cf rotational areas rotational- Communities covered
zone (in ha.) RAMCs RALATS Total area sizes
Lower Lalo (cont.)
IvV-a 302 1 10 11 9-48 Salvacion, San Antonio (Iriga);
Masoli, Nifio Jesus (Bato);
Lourdes 014, Lourdes Young
(Nabua)
IvV-B 314 5 7 12 11-44 Paloyon, Lourdes Young (Nabua) ;
Salvacion (Iriga City);
Masoli (Bato)
v-a 328 2 10 12 9-49 Agos, Masoli, Nifio Jesus,
San Miguel (Bato)
V-B 346 2 8 10 22-48 Bustrac (Nabua); Santa Cruz,
San Vicente (Bato)
Total 3,174 37 64 110 5-54 6 in Buhi, 7 in Iriga, 4 in
Nabua, and 7 in Bato
aThe codes used for rotational areas are as follows: RAMCs, those served by turnouts

the main canal; and RALATs, those whose turnouts are found in lateral canals.

size of rotational areas are stated in terms of hectares.

rotational-area composition of zones in Lower Lalo was first established in April
1981 (see Illo and Felix 1981 for details).

dThese are areas to be served by the left connector canal.
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Table A2. Selected information on the changes in Lower Lalo coverage between
April 1981 and March 19822

No. of rotational areas

Month 9f. .Size No. of Main Lateral Total
effectivity (in ha.) zZones canal canal

April 1981k 3,530 13 19 61 89°¢
July 19814 2,307 8 19 53 72
February 19824 2,108 7 25 48 73
March 1982P 2,303 8 25 50 84¢

2The changes in the Upper Lalo coverage took place in April 1981 when two
downstream zones (II-B and II-C) were transferred to Lower Lalo, and in July 1981
when a rotational area (RAMC-11) was reclassified from a Zone II-A area (that is,
drawing water from the Lalo River system's main canal) to a Zone II-C area (i.e.,
drawing water from the new main canal of the Lower Lalo system).

bzone 11-B became part of lower Lalo.
€Includes 9 rotaticnal areas of the left connector canal.

dzone 1I-B was defined as an autonocmous zone.
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Table A3. Restructured Buhi-Lalo project coverage based on water manageme:.t
districts: March 1982

Water management district Zone label until No. of rotational Size of district and

and zone composition February 1982 areas zone (in ha.)
District 1 513.7
I-a I-A 9 257.4
I-B I-B 8 256.3
District 2 356.8
.II II-Aa 9 356.8
District 3 460.6
III-A II-B 9 195.8
III-B II-C 8 264.8
District 4 552.7
IV-A III-A 9 231.7
IV-B III-B 13 321.0
District 5 616.4
V-A Iv-a 11 302.4
v-B IV-B 12 314.0
District 6 673.7
VI-A v-a 12 327.6
VIi-B V-B 10 346.1

Total = 110 3,173.9
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Table A4. Distribution of cos in the Buhi-Lalo project area: January 1981 to
March 198223

Zone (as of January-March  April-Jgune July- Octoker-~ January-
January 1981) RCO sco FCO TCO September December March
I-a 1 1 1 2 2 2 2
I-B 2 1 2 - 2 2 2
II-A 1 1 1 2 2 2 2
II-B 1 - 1 - 1 1
II-C 1 1 1 1 2 2 1

III-AP 1 1 1 - - - 1
III-B 1 1 1 - 2¢ 2 2

IV-A 2 1 2 - 2 2 2
IV-B 1 - - 1 1 1 1
V-A v 1 - - 1 1 1 1
V-B 1 1 - 1 1 1 1
VI-A 1 - - 1 1 1 -d
vi-B® 1 - - 1 - - -
Total 15 8 10 st 17 17 16

3The codes used for types of community organizers (COs) are as follows: RCO,
regular CO; SCO, student CO; FCO, full-time CO; TCO, temporarily assigned CO.
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Table A4 (cont.)

byhen the TS® July zoning scheme for Lower Lalo deleted 7 of the 9 Zone III-A
areas, the farmers' assistance division assigned the remaining 2 areas to Zone III-B
C0-1 and fielded the new Zone III-A CO to .one II-C.

Conly ©0=1 worked in the field until 15 November 1981.

dzone VI-A was relabeled Zone V-B after Zones IV-B and V-B were merged to form the
new Zone IV-B. The CO assigned to Zone IV-B in July 1981 was assigned to Zcne II-B
(to replace the original CO who was promoted to be Lower Lalo COs' supervisor).

©Zone VI-B was deleted from the July 1981 zoning scheme.

fThe 5 part-time COs of Lower Lalo were temporarily working at the same time
in Upper Lalo.
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Table A5. Changes in the design section's and in the farmers' assistance division's
delineation of the rotational-area composition of the documentaticn zones in Lower
Lalo between April 1981 and March 1982

Zone and period

No. of rotational areas
according to

Remarks

Zone III-B
April and May 1981

June

July

. Farmers'
f?n assistance
section e ..
division
10 1
10 12

11 14

In April 1981, the design section's
zoning scheme included 10 rotational
areas which would be served by Latzral K.
These areas were assigned to Zone III-B
€O who also crganized a main-canal area
(RAMC-19) which she had covered since
January 1981.

The project office assigned Zone III-B
CO-1 to take over the organizing activi-
ties which Zone III-A CO began in RAMC-18.

The farmers' assistance division assigned
Zone III-B CO the task of organizing
another Zone III-A area {(RAMC-18-A then
known as RALAT-J-1).2 The design
section, however, transferred RAMC-19
from Zone IV-A to Zone III-B, and created
a special area (RAMC-SP-4) in place of

a Lateral K rotational area.
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Tablie A5 {cont.)

Zone and period

No. of rotational areas
according to

Design
section

Farmers'
assistance
division

Remarks

Zone III-B (cont.)
August-November

December 1981 and
January 1982

February 1982

12

1

12

15

14

12

A special rotational area (RALAT-K-SP-3)
was formed out of a 7-hectare section of
RALAT-K-SP-1 after TS and the farmers
had established that this section could
not be irrigated from RALAT-K-SP-1's
turnout. This increased the TS-defined
zone coverage to 12, and the COs'
operational areas to 15.

RAMC-SP-4 was dropped from the designed
zone coverage after TS-farmer surveys
established that it could not be irri-
gated from the main canal or any
lateral canal.

Three Zone III-B COs' areas (RAMC-18,
RAMC-18-A, and RAMC-19) were reclassified
by the project office together with 5
main-canal groups in Zone II-C to con-
stitute the new Zone III-A. Meanwhile,
2 Zone IV-A areas (RALAT-L-9 and
RALAT-L-10) were transferred to Zone III-B
when TS' surveys of the areas determined
that these areas could not be served

by Lateral L, but by Lateral K.
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Table AS (cont.)

Zone and period

No. of rotational areas
according to

Remarks

. Farmers'
Design .
section a;s;s?ance
division
Zone III-B (cont.)
March 13 13 A special rotational area (RALAT-K-SP-4)
was created out of a 7-hectare section
of RAIAT-K-3 after TS-farmer field in-
vestigations indicated that the latter's
turnout could not serve the 7-hectare
portion; thus, a new turnout was designed
for the affected area.
Zone IV-A

April to June 7 9 In April 1981, the design section identi-

1981 fied 3 main-canal areas (RAMC-19, RAMC-20,
and RAMC-21) and 5 Lateral L areas to be
the coverage of Zone [V-A. The COs' work
coverage, however, included 9 areas
because of their organizing work in 2
Lateral N areas which they covered since
January 1981.

July 12 14 All areas which would draw water from

Lateral L were grouped to constitute

Zone IV-A. Because part of Lateral L had
previously been in Zone IV-B, this added

area to the zone. At the same time, the

3 main-canal areas were transferred to
other zones.
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Table A5 (cont.)

No. of rotational areas

Zone and period according to

Remarks

Desi Farmers'
?n assistance
section e ..
division
Zone IV-A (cont.)
August 1981 to
January 1982 12 12
February 12 12
March 11 11

By Auqust, Zone IV-A COs turned over
the 2 Lateral N areas they had
organized to Zone V-A CO, who was then
covering all Lateral N rotational areas.

Two Zone IV-A areas (RALAT-L-9 and
RAIAT-10) were redesigned so that these
could draw water from Lateral K, and were
subsequently transferred to Zone III-B.
However, a special area (RAMC-SP-5-3)

was delineated out of a 15-hectare section
of RALAT-L-1 after TS-farmer field in-
vestigations established that the area
could not be served by RALAT-L-1's turn-
out. Moreover, a Zone IV-B area
(RAMC-SP-5, later renamed RAMC~SP-5-B)
was reclassified as Zone IV-A area. By
end of February, the zcone's area composi-
tion had been changed but the number of
areas covered remained to be 12.

The project office returned RAMC-SP-5-B
to Zone IV-B.
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Table A5 (cont.)

It was reported in July 1981 (Lower Lalo Report No. 7) that 4 Zone III-A areas were
reclassified as Zone III-B CO-1's organizing areas. Of these 4 areas, however, only 2
(RAMC-18 and RALAT-J-1, later known as RAMC-18-2) were actually assigned to the CO; the
remaining 2 (RALAT-J-2 and RALAT-J-SP-2) were assigned to Zone II-C COs.

byhen Zone IV-A was redefined by the design section in July 1981, one of the original
Lateral L areas of the zone was converted into a special area (RALAT-L~SP-2) while another
area (RALAT-L-SP-1) was identified out of a section of an original Zone IV-A area.
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Table A6.

membership lists as of July 1981, December 1981, and March 1982

Results of validation of Upper Lalo Zones I-A and I-B rotational-area

NIA original Validated number of farmers Member of

Zone and ﬁz?ig;te of July December > Marggnlgaz :g::ﬁer
area farmers 1981 1981 Resident residentb Total
Zone I-A
RAMC-1 27 38 26 27 o) 27 4
RAMC-2 20 43 35 - - - -
RAMC-3 75 82 80 54 2 56 1
RAMC-4 57 75 75 -d - - -
RALAT-A-SP-1 16 22 34 14 10 24 6
RALAT-A-SP-2 15 16 16 8 8 16 2
RALAT-A~1 13 39 39 17 15 32 6
RATAT-A~2 53 42 63 46 27 73 1
RALAT-A-3 26 12 12 3 5 8 4

Total 302 39 380 169 67 236 -
Zone I-B
RAMC~5 54 52 52 30 4 34 7
RAMC-6 66 55 55 31 9 40 5
RAMC-SP~1 39 39 39 23 2 25 0
RALAT-B 54 62 62 35 8 43 9
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Table A6 {cont.)

NIA.original Validated number of farmers Member of

Zone and izfl:?te of July December Mar;2n1982 another
area farmers 1981 1981 Resident resident Total area
Zone I-B (cont.)
RALAT-C 69 77 77 44 22 66 12
RALAT-D 35 35 35 25 4 29 2
RALAT-E-1 69 59 59 26 16 42 6
RALAT-E-2 67 45 45 21 6 27

Total 453 424 424 235 71 306 -

4This refers to members who resided within the rotational area where they
cultivated a farm.
b'I‘his refers to members who had farms in the rotational area but who resided
elsewhere.

CThis refers to farmers with fields in the area but who decided to be members of
another rotational area in the zone where they had another farm lot.

dRevalidation activity in the area was still ongoing by end of March 1982. TInitial
results showed that in RAMC-2 there were 7 nonresident members; in RAMC-4, there were 1
and 3 nonresident members and farmers who joined znother area, respectively.
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Table A7. Selected information on the identification of rotational-area and ditch
leaders in Upper Lalo documentation zones: January 1981 to March 1982

No. of farmer-leaders No. of farmer-leaders
identified dropped
Zone and Because Became Farz:-;;eaders
area Elected Appointed Total of vali- zonal Total
. . March 1981
dation officers
Zone I-A
RAMC-1 -~ 7 1 8 2 3 S 3
RAMC-2 6 1 1 3 4 3
RAMC-3 1 7 8 1 3 4 4
RAMC-4 8 4 12 5 1 6 6
RALAT-A-SP-1 3 - - 1 1 2
RALAT-A-SP-2 2 4 2 2 2
RALAT-A-1 10 2 12 6 2 4
RALAT-A-2 11 4 15 9 1 10 5
RALAT-A-3 - 3 3 1 1 2 1
Total 48 26 74 27 17 44 30
Zone 1-B
RAMC-5 7 3 10 - 4 4 6

RAMC-6 4 2 6 2 - 2
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Table A7 (cont.)

No. of farmer-leaders No. of farmer-leadecrs
R . o a
identified ropped F r-leaders
Zone and Because Became as of
area Elected BAppointed Total of vali- zonal Total
. . March 1981
dation officers
Zone I-B (cont.)
RAMC-SP-1 1 2 3 1 - 1
RALAT-B 12 2 14 2 3 5
RALAT-C 9 5 14 1 2 3 11
RALAT-D 3 2 5 1 2 3
RALAT-E-1 4 3 3 - 3
RALAT-E-2 3 5 8 2 2 4
Total 43 24 67 12 13 25 42
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Table A8. Selected information on farmers' rotational-area meetings convened in
Upper Lalo Zone I-A: January 1981 to March 1982

Average
no. of Average Avera
Month No. of Total no. Who Who farmers atteng artigi-
! RAs in- of public usvally usually pexr rota- paxr®
a . . o dance pation
volved® meetings planned notified tional c
ab rate rate
are
January 1981 5 6 Cos, FLs® cos® 34 52% 13%
February 3 6 COs, FLs (Os, Fls 57 79 16
March 2 2 C0s, FLs Fls 61 43 15
April 3 5 FLs, FLs, farmers 49 39 45
farmers
May 5 7 FLs, FlLs 38 34 35
farmers
June 5 5 FlLs, (0Os FlLs, COs 48 34 28
or farmers
July 14 C0s, FLs FLs 40 35 58
August 3 FLs, CO FLs 38 50 81
or farmers
Septemberf - - - - - - -
Octocber 4 4 FL, ZEY FL 23 55 35
November 2 2 FL, CO FLs 27 94 33
December 6 8 CO, Fls FLs 40 52 32
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Table A8 (cont.)

Average
no. of Avera Average
Month No. of Total no. Who Who farmers attenge tig'-
RA3 in- of public usually usually per rota- dance P:iiogl
volved meetings planned notified tional P
rate rate
A area
January 1982f - - - - - - -
February 8 9 FLs FLs 25 76% 56%
Marchf - - - - - - -

aThe figures refer to the rotational areas (RAs) which held meetings
during the month.

bThe figures are based on the validated lists of farmers in the RAs during the
mehth, except those of January and February 1981 (based on NIA's estimates) and February
1982 (based on the number of farmers notified about meetings because validated lists for

half the number of RAs involved were not available at the time).
February and May 1581 are applicable only to 1 (of the 3) and 3 (of the 5) Ras,

respectively.

The figures for

C“Average attendance rate refers to the percentage of farmers who attended meetings

convened in a zcne during the month to the total estimated or validated number of farmers
in the RAs. The figures for February and May 1981 are applicable only to 1 (of the 6) and
3 (of the 7) meetings, respectively.

dAverage participation rate refers to the percentage of farmers who took part in
discussions during meetings convened in a zone during the month to the total number of
farmers who attended these meetings. The figure for January 1981 is applicable only to 2
(of the 6) meetings; February 1981, 1 (of the 6) meeting; April, 2 {of the 5} meetings;
May, 3 (of the /) meetings; June, 4 (of the 5) meetings; and July, 13 (of the 14) meetings.
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Table A8 (cont.)

€cos stands for community organizers; FLs, or farmer-
elected or -appointed leaders in the RAs.

fNo meeting was convened during the month.

9ZE means zone engineer.

leaders, refer to the farmer-
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Table A9.

Selected information on

January 1981 to March 1982

farmers' meetings convened in Upper Lalo Zone I-B:

No. of Total Who Who Average Average Averég?

RAS in- ;zglgi usually  usually no. of 0 g:ﬁi:- g:i;iﬁl-
Month volved? meetings Planned  notified farmers rate® rated
January 1981 5 8 Cos, FLs® Cos 58 37% 37%
February q 3 COs, FLs CCs, Fls 54 20 27
March 7 6 CCs, Fls FLs 48 25 30
April 1 1 COs, FL FL 41 41 -£
May 1 1 FL FL 62 47 -f
June 1 1 FL, COs FL 39 69 27
July 8 9 COs, FIs  FLs 61 50 96
August 2 1 FLs Fls 47 23 27
September9d - - - - - - -
October 3 3 FL FLs 43 60 5
November 1 1 FLs Fls 52 31 31
December 8 8 Fls FLs 53 59 31
January 1982 6 5 FLs FLs 40 71 51
February 2 2 FLs, BP!  FLs 27 74 80
March9 - - - - - - -
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Table A9 (cont.)

4The figures refer to the rotational areas (RAs) which held meetings during the
month.

bThe figures are based on the validated lists cf farmers in the RAs during the
month, except those of January and February 1981 (based on NIA's estimates). The figures
for January, February, and March 1981 are applicable only to 3 (of the 5), 1 (of the 4),
and 6 (of the 7) RAs, respectively.

Cnverage attendance rate refers to the percentage of farmers who attended meetings
convened in a zone during the month to the total estimated or validated number of farmers
in the RAs. The figures for January, February, and March 1981 are applicable only to 3
(of the 8), 1 (of the 3), and 5 (of the 6) meetings, respectively.

dAverage participation rate refers to the percentage of farmers who took part in
discuss:ions during meetings convened in a zone during the month to the total number of
farmers who attended these meetings. The figures for January, February, and March 1981
are applicable only to 1 (of the 8), 1 (of the 3), and 1 (of the 6) meetings,
respectively.

€cos stands for community organizers; FLs, or farmer-leaders, refer to farmer-
elected or -appointed leaders in the RAs.

fThe participant-observer was unable to obtain data.

INo meeting was convened during the month.

DBp means board president.
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Table A10 (cont.)

aAdditional ditches Total no.

Zone and NIA-designed ditches which were suggested by of ditches
area Approved Revised Deleted Total farmers or by approved by
farmers and TS NIA for
construction

Zone I-B (cont.)

RALAT-C 3 4 - 7 - 7
RALAT-D 1 - - 1 - 1
RALAT-E-1 4 i 1 6 - 5
RAIAT-E-2 1 2 - 3 - 3

Total 17 14 6 37 2 33
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Table A10.

Distribution of NIA-designed farm ditches which were approved by farmers

or revised by farmers and TS, by zone and rotational area as of December 1981 in
Upper Lalo documentation zones

Zone arnd
area

NIA-designed ditches which were

Approved

Revised Deleted

Total

Additional ditches

suggested by
farmers or by

farmers and TS

Total no.

of ditches
approved hy
NIA for
construction

Zone I-A
RAMC-1
RILMC-2
RAMC-3
RAMC—4
PALAT-A-SP-1
RAIAT-A-SP~2
RALAT-A-1
RALAT-A-2
RALAT-A-3

| = NN

- N - W

- N N N W

W - W

ad

W w g n oy

- g N W N UV b W

Total

-
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16
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Zone 1-B
RAMC-5
RAMC-6
RAMC-SP-1
RALAT-B

b
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Table A11. Selected da*t on preconstruction meetings convened in Upper Lalo
documentation zones: March to November 1981

=

No. of farmers/leaders

Zone and Date of Parties involved in - Other
area meeting planning notifying C_°_ atten- parti- i tendeesP
vered® ded cipated
Zone I--A
RAMC-2 11 May 4 leaders; 4 leaders 47 8 4 2 farmers'
5 farmers wives, CO,
ZE
18 May 4 leaders; 6 leaders 47 20 4 2 farmers'
4 farmers wives, ZE
RAMC-4 2 March FLs; CO 7 leaders 75 30 3 2 0s, 2 ZEs,
' CCD, SSH,
ISH, IDC-2
(SFDs 3-4) 28 Octaober FL; ZE FL 16 8 1 1 farmer's
wife, FL,
Co, ZE
RAMC-1, RAMC-2
and RAMC-3 6 November --C - 19 9 9 CO, ZE
leaders
RALAT-A-SP-1 26 October FL; CO FL 22 14 6 CO, Z2E
RALAT-A-SP-2 21 October FL; ZE FL 16 11 3 Co, ZE
RALAT-A-1 22 Octoker FL; ZE 4 leaders 39 18 8 0, ZE
RALAT-A-2 10 June FL; farmers Through 43 12 1 1 farmer's
FL's letter mother
7 November FL FL 42 42 10 -

RALAT-A-3 28 May FL FL 1 9 4 2 CCz=, ZE
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Table A11 (cont.)

No. of farmers/leaders

Zone and Date of Parties involved in s atten parti Other
area meetin lannin notifyi - - b -
g P 9 otifying vered ded cipated attendees

Zone I-B

RAMC-5, RALAT-C,

RALAT-E~1, and

RALAT-E-2 4 March - - 1694 269 - co, ZE, CCD

RAMC-6 15 October S FLs 4FLs 55 33 2 CO, RAMC-SP-1
FL

RAMC-SP-1 2 October FL 2 FLs 39 17 1 2 Cos, 4
RAMC-6 and
1 RALAT-D
leaders

RALAT-B 3 March - 2 FLs 68 20 6 2 Cos, ZE,
CCD

RALAT-D 19 October FL FL 35 27 1 (e(0]

The figures refer to the validated number of farmers and/or farmer-leaders in a
rotational-area or ditch groups in the month the meeting was held.

Beep stands for chief of the construction division; CO, community organizer;
FL, farmer-leader; IDC, institutional development consultant; ISH, the head of the
irrigators' organization and training section; SSH, the head of the survey section;
and ZE, zone engineer.

CThe participant-cbserver was unable to obtain information.

dhe figure excludes the farmers belonging to RAMC-5S.
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Table Al12. Type and number of canal structures built through NIA direct administration
or farmers' pacquiao contract in Upper Lalo documentation zones: March 1981
to February 1982

Type of struqture Dl;f;t admlnlstr;fgon I-APacqu:LaoI_.B Total
Turnout 1 1 - - 2
Turnout with division box 1 - - - 1
Division box 5 5 2 54 17
Farm ditch crossing 9 22 8 3 42
Farm ditch crossing with

division box - - 1 - 1
Road crossing - 1 - 1 2
Road crossing with division box 3 - 1 - 4
Check and drop 5 1 - 1 7
bitch transition gb - - - 8
Drainage crossing 3 2¢ - - 5
Floodway - - 1 - 1
Total 35 32 13 10 90

aThis figure includes 1 division box with drop.

bsix of the 8 ditch~transition structures were constructed in place of the origirnally
proposed check-and-drop structures. According to the design sectiocn, the latter type of
structure is more expensive. Alsc, both types of structures serve " same purpose.

€This figure includes 1 drainage culverct.
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Table A13. Results of field inventories conducted in Upper Lalo documentation zones:

March 19822

Zone and area

Farm ditches and/or structures found defective; TS-farmer agreed solution
(if any); and/or farmer-requested additional construction works

Zone I-A
RAMC-1

RAMC-2

RAMC-3

RAMC-4

RALAT-A-SP-1

RALAT-A-SP-2

Right embankments of SFDs 1 and 3 were found weak; farmers requested
(1) a combined thresher crossing and check to make the turnout functional
and (2) farm ditch crossings at SFDs 2 and 3.

’

Farmers requested the lining of MFD.

Right embankment of SFD-2 was found weak; farmers requested (1) a ditch

transition at MFD, (2) 2 farm ditch crossings, a ditch transition, and a
division bcx at SFD-1, (3) a ditch transition and a farm ditch crossing

at SFD-2, (4) a farm ditch crossing at SFD-2a, and (5) a combined check

and drop at SFD-4.

Farmers requested (1) 18-inch reinforced concrete pipes to replace the
12-inch pipes and a farm ditch crossing at MFD, (2) 2 ditch transitions
and a check at SFD-1, (3) a division box and a ditch transition at
SFD-2, and (4) a farm ditch crossing at SFD-3.

Farmers requested (1) a check at Lateral A to make the gate of the
newly-constructed turnout functional, and (2) a check or ditch transi-
tion at SFD-1.

Embankment of DD was found ercded; farmers requested (1) a drainage
inlet at SFD<1, and (2) a ditch crossing at SFD-2.
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Table A13 (cont.

)

Zone and area

Farm ditches and/or structures found defective; TS-farmer agreed solution
(if any); and/or farmer-requested additional construction works

Zone I-A (cont.)
RALAT-A-1

RALAT-2-2

RALAT-A-3

Zone I-B
RAMC-5

RAMC-6

RAMC-SP-1

RALAT-B

RALAT-C

Right embankment of SFD~1 was found weak and a division box at MFD was
assessed to be defective; farmers requested 2 drainage ditch crossings.

A portion of an embankment of SFD-5 was found weak; TS and farmers
agreed that this portion be lined.

None.

None.

Farmers requested (1) the lining of a 4-meter section of the MFD right
after the turnout, (2) a division box (to be located 47.1 meters from
the existing division box) and a farm ditch crossing at SFD-1, and

(3) a farm ditch crossing at IFD.

TS and farmers agreed to (1) close an illegal turnout, and (2) retain
the old (existing) turnout along with the newly-constructed turnout;
farmers requested (1) the lining of MFD, and (2) a farm ditch crossing
at MFD.

None.

Division box at MFD was found defective; TS and farmers agreed that this
structure be reconstructed to ensure a continuous flow of water; farmers
requested (1) the lining of a 5-meter section of the MFD from the
division box of SFD~5, and (2) a farm ditch crossing and a division box
at SrD-4.
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Table A13 (cont.)

Zone and area

Farm ditches and/or structures found defective; TS-farmer agreed solution
(if any); and/or farmer-requested additional construction works

Zone I-B (cont.)

RALAT-D

RALAT-E-1

RATLAT-E-2

Offtake was found defective; TS and farmers agreed that this structure
be relocated to a point 11 meters upstream of the inlet of the thresher
crossing; farmers requested (1) the lining of a 10-meter section and
another 20-meter section (a station) of MFD, and (2) a division box

at MFD.

Turnout and division box at MFD were found defective; TS and farmers
suggested that (1) a double~gated check be installed at the turnout

to be able to divert water to RALAT-E-1, and (2) the division box be
redesigned to serve as takeoff points of SFDs 2 and 3; farmers
requested (1) the lirning of MFD, (2) a combined check and drop right
after the fturnout, (3) a farm ditch crossing at MFD, (4) a combined
check and drop or bullcart crossing and a farm ditch crossing at SFD-2,
and (5) a farm ditch crossing at SFD-3.

None.

3This table excludes data on the specific locations (ditch stations) of defective
facilities and of farmer-requested additional construction works.

99Z:€861 IITABRL-BUOTUD pue OTTI



Table A14.

Farmers' reactions to NIA's plans reported by Upper Lalo rotational-area
leaders during the 10 August 1981 leaders' conference

Zone/Concern of
NIA's plans

Proportion

of farmers'

accepting or not
accepting NIA plans

Reason for farmers' non-
acceptance of plans

Zone I-A

Farmers' organization

Water delivery

Delegation of system
operation and
maintenance

Zone I-B

Farmers' organization

Water delivery

80 percent
20 percent

60 percent
40 percent

85 percent
15 percent

Almost all
few not in

Almost all
few not in

in favor;
not in favor

in favor;
not in favor

in favor;
not in favor

in favor; a
favor

in favor; a
favor

Lack of understanding of the
plan

Desire for a irial to test the
plan's effectiveness

Need to study the plan's
feasibility and ignorance
and confusion over it

Apathy, belief that an organ-
ization is not necessary as
long as farmers pay to NIA,
fear that farmers will shoulder
construction costs, and
failure of past organizations

Dislike for water rotation
and belief that water supply
is insufficient for three
zones

L92:€£861 IdTARL-BUOTYD pue OTTI



Table A14 (-ont.)

Zone/Concern of
NIA's plans

Proportion of farmers
accepting or neot
accepting NIA plans

Reason for farmers' non-
acceptance of plans

Zone I-B (cont.)

Dclegation of systam
operation and
mainten=nce

Zone II-A

Farmers' organization,
water delivery and
delegation of systiem
operation and
maintenance

Almost all in favor; a
few not in favor

All in favor, reasoning
that leaders would not
have accepted these plans
if they were not beneficial
to farmers

Belief that plan places addicional
burden on farmers and lack of
farmers' knowledge on this aspect
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Table A15.

Type, membership, and functions of committees created for the September

1981 Upper Lalo farmers' convention

Type Membership Functions

Steering 3 leaders Supervise the tasks of the 6 other commitiees
(1 per zone) created for ‘the convention.

Transportation 8 leaders (1) Cn the basis of attendees' lists to be sub-

Uniform and
streamers

Sound system

(Zone I-A, 1;
Zone I-B, 3;
Zone II-A, 4)

8 leaders

(Zone I-A, 1;
Zone I-B, 3;
Zone I1II-A, 4)

8 leaders

{Zone I-aA, 1;
Zone I-B, 3;
Zone II-A, 4)

mitted by leaders of every rotational area,
determine the number of transpcrtation facilities
required and make arrangements to secure thase
facilities, (2) bafore 4 September, provide

leaders of every area with a lict of places where
the attendees will be fetched anJy the time they will
be picked up at specified places.

(1) Collect attendees' t-shirts on 28-31 August and
turn these over to CO-in-~-charge for printing by NIA,
(2) prepare the t-shirt print wiiich will be finalized
by the CO-in-charge, (3) schedule the printing for

1-3 September, (4) return the printed t-shirts in the
afternoon of 3 September, (5) design the streamers
{printing tc be done by NIA), (6) put up tiie streamers
in 3 sites: Santa Justina, Buhi Poblacion (near cock-
pit), and at the stage (Buhi Church).

(1) Draft letter reguesting the use of NIA's sound
system and service vehicle to announce the forthcoming
convention and follow up request on 31 August (the
latter task to be done by 2 members), (2) assign 3
members to make the rounds cf Upper Lalo on 1 September
and 4 members on 3 September using the vehicle and
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Table A15 (cornt.)

Type

Membership

Functions

Food and
snacks

Registration

Stage and hall
preparation

8 leaders

(Zone I1-a, 1;
Zone I-B, 3;
Zcne II-A, 4)

8 leaders

(Zone I-A, 1;
Zone I1-B, 3;
Zone I1I-A, 4)

9 leaders

(Zone I-aA, 1;
Zone I-B, 4;
Zone II-A, 4)

sound system, (3) assign 7 members to assist the

NIA personnel in installing the .sound system on the
service vehicle and keeping it after use, (4) determine
the routes where the announcements will be made.

Distribute snacks which NIA will provide to attendees
during the convention.

(1) Type the list of attendees, with names arranged
alphabetically by area and zone, (2) require attendees
to sign opposite their names during the registration
period--farmers belonging tc more than 1 area should
sign more than once, (3) request 3 or 4 members who
will handle the registration to be at the convention
site before 8:00 a.m. of 4 September, (4) request the
stage-and-hall preparation committee to provide

3 tables.

(1) Request the use of NIA's service vehicle to trans-—
port the committee members who will prepare the conven-
tion site on 3 September (excludes cleaning which
church personnel will do for a B15-fee to be shouldered
by NIA), (2) serve as ushers during the convention,

(3) provide flowers for decorating the stage, (4) plan
seating arrangement by area and zone.

8gxcept the steering committee, the committees were supervised by a co.
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Table A16.

Upper Lalo farmers' terms and justification for accepting partial system

operation and maintenance responsibilities and the responses of the NIA assistant
administrator for operations: September 1981

Farmers' term

Farmers'
justification

NIA assistant administrator's
response

1. The sharing ratio for
irrigation service
fee should be 1 cavan
for NIA and 4 cavans
for the association.

2. Farmers who gave
rights of wav for the
construction of main
and lateral canals,
farm ditches, and
access roads shouild
pay only 50 percent
of the irrigation fee.

The association needs a
bigger share to pay the
salaries of irrigation
officials like water-
masters and ditchtenders.

These farmers gave
portions of their lands
for free. Their crop
yield has lessened
along with land size.

NIA cannot accept a share of 1
cavan considering that it will
also shoulder a part of system
operation and maintenance. But
it may be possible for NIA to
accept 1.5 cavans and give 3.5
cavans to the association when
system is turned over fully to
the association. This arrange-
ment is used in communal systems.
This issue will be referred to
the NIA board of directors.

NIA cannot grant this condi-

tion because of the differences

in size or amount of damages due
to canal or access road con-
struction. But NIA can compen-
sate an affected farmer by assess-
ing the damage on his land and
deducting its value from the
amount of irrigation fee that he
has to pay NIA. Deduction will be
made until such time that the
value of the damage has been
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Table A16 (cont.)

Farmers' term

Farmers'
justification

NIA assistant administrator's
response

Payment of irriga-
tion fee should be in
a2 fixed cash amount
to be remitted to
NIA annually.

The association will
assume the collection
of farmers' back ac-
counts with NIA on
the condition that
it will be given 25
percent of the
collection.

This will enable the
association to pay NIA

a fixed cash amount and

to expect also its
share firom NIA to be
a fixed cash amount.

The share compensates

for the difficulty in

collecting from delin-
quent payers.

fully settled by NIA. This com-
pensation scheme requires that
the farmer possesses a Torrens
Title to his land.

This term is acceptable to NIA
because it is to the advantage
of both parties. At present,
the irrigation fee of 5 cavans
has not changed, but the price
per kilo of palay which is based
on the National rood Authority's
stipulation has. The payment
of the fixed amount can be
incorporated in the contract
between NIA and the association.

NIA cannot grant a 25-percent
commission. In communal systems,
the current policy is to give 5-
percent commission to an associa-
tion as incentive. On this
basis, NIA will probably agree

on 5 to 10 percent commission
depending on the collection

rate. This will be referred to
the NIA board.
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Table A16 (cont.)

Farmers' term

Farmers'
justification

NIA assistant administrator's
response

The association will
assume the repair of
the main canal if only
5 meters long or less
is destxicyed; if the
length needing repair
exceeds S5 meters, NIA
should undertake the
repair. The associa-
tion will also

handle the repair

of lateral canals

and farm ditches.

The association will
not have sufficient

funds to underwrite

major repairs during
its initial phase of
operation.

If the associatlons intend to
assume operation and maintenance
for the entire system, its re-~
sponsibility will include repair
of damaged canals regardless of
length. In this case, transfer-
ring part of that responsibility
to NIA will imply dependency on
the agency which is contrary to
the project's objective of develop-
ing self-reliance among farmers.
To settle the issue, the associa-
tion must decide whether it wishes
to accept a full turnover of
system operation and maintenance
responsibilities or a joint
operation of the system. A full
turnover of responsibilities
means that the association will
become responsible for all
damaged facilities. NIA can
extend help to the association in
the forms of calamity fund
(donation) for repairs or loans
from NIA's corporate fund which
the association has to repay
without interest charges within
50 years. On the other hand, a
joint operation means that the
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Table A16 (cont.)

Farmers' term

Farmers'
justification

NIA assistant administrator's
response

6. Each zone should be
given an office for
the association.

7. 1If possible, the
association should be
provided with initial
operating funds.

The office will be used
to hold farmers' meetings
and keep association
records and properties.

The association will not
have funds for expendi-
tures in its initial
stage of operation. 1Its
funds will come only
once fees have been
collected.

association will handle only those

repairs within its capability;
NIA will assume those which the
association cannot tackle.

This is acceptable to NIA since
it recognizes an association's
need for an office. The associa-
tion in Zone I-A will be given
the NIA field office in San
Francisco, Buhi; in Zone II-A,
the NIA watermaster's working
station in De los Angeles, Buhi.
Zone I-B association will c<hoose
the site of its office which NIA
will construct. It is NIA's
policy to provide a working
station for every 500 hectares
managed by its system personnel
or an association.

NIA cannot grant this form of
financial assistance since it is
not a banking institution. But
under a joint operation some
form of assistance can be
explored.
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Table A16 (cont.)

Farmers' term

Farmers'
justification

NIA assistant administrators'
response

If farmers harvest 30
cavans or less per
hectare owing to
natural calamities or
lack of water, they
should be exempted from
paying the irrigation
fee. PBut if they reap
31 cavans or more, they
shouid be obliged to

pay.

The association should
be provided a service
vehicle.

The farmers who are
affected by natural
calamities are certain
to incur production
losses.

The vehicle will facil-
itote mobility of irri-

gation personnel in their
everyday activities like

inspecting canals, or
in their collection of
irrigation fees.

NIA conforms to the condition that
if a farmér's crops have been
totally damaged and certified by a
technician, he need not pay the
fee. But if these were only par-
tially damaged, he still has to
pay it. If he cannot afford the
payment, the association will
advance it but the farmer must
repay it once he achieves suffi-
cient yield in the next cropping
season. The association may also
choose to derive advances for
affected farmers from its con-
tingency fund.

NIA acknowledges the association's
need for a service vehicle. If
there is a full turnover of opera-

tion and maintenance of the entire
system to the association, NIA

can provide a vehicle, the cost of
which shall be paid by the
association by installments.
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Table A17.

the Lower Lalo documentation zones: April 1981 to March 1982

Progress of the preparation and validation of the lists of farmers in

Zone III-B areas@

Zone IV-A areas

a

Year and Total OrgéAized With lists. Total Org?nized With lists .
month no. during Pre- Vali- no. during ‘Pre— vali-
the month pared dated the month pared dated
1981
April 11 1 1 1 9 2 2 -
May 11 2 1 1 9 2 2 -
June 12 4 4 1 9 5 3 2
July 14 5 5 1 14 6 5 2b
August 15 9 8 5 12 6 6 1
September 15 9 8 6 12 8 7 5
October 18 8¢ 8 6 12 9 7 5
November 15 11 8 6 12 5€ 7 6
December 14 10 9 7 12 8 9 6
1982
Januvary 14 9 11 9 12 10 10 6
February 12 13 12 12 12 11 10 8
March 13 12 114 104 11 11 10 10®
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Table A17 (cont.)

dThe rotational areas pertained to those assigned tc the documentation zones' COs.
Zone III-B areas covered about 25 hectares and 40 farmers on the average; Zone IV-A
ireas, 27 hectares and 54 farmers.

Brhe 2 validated farmers' lists in July pertained to the 2 areas which were
transferred to Zone V-B CO in late July 1981.

“The number of rotational areas organized during the month declined because of the
departure of 1 of the 2 COs assigned to the zone. The replacement CO in Zone IV-A
covered only 1 of the 4 areas previously organized by the original CO-2.

dThe lists of farmers for 3 areas which were reclassified to Zone III-A had been
excluded; 1 of the 3 new areas of Zone III-B accomplished list validation before its
transfer from Zone IV-A.

€Excluded the list for RALAT-L-10 which was reclassified as Zone III-B RALAT-K-9
and transferred to zone III-B COs in February 1982.
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Table A18. Status of the preparation, validation, and revalidation of lists of
farmers in the Lower Lalo documentation zones as of 31 March 19824

—_—

Zone and rotational
area

No. of farmers initially
listed by CO and/or FLb

No. of farmers validated and/or
revalidated by FLs

Zone III-B
RALAT-K-SP-1
RALAT-K-SP-2
RALAT-K-SP~3
RALAT-K-SP-4

" RALAT-K-1
RALAT-K-2
RALAT-K-3
RALAT-K-4
RALAT-K-5
RALAT-K-6
RALAT-K-7
RAT.AT-K-8
RALAT-K-S

Zone IV-A
RALAT-L~-SP-1
RALAT-L~1
RALAT-L-2

371
30
25
10
18
25
43
30
18
50
64

30
-d

459
55
24
12
18€
62
43
38€
23
40
64

30
d

50

533
17
70
45
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Table A18 (cont.)

Zone and rotational No. of farmers initially No. of farmers validated and/or
area listed by CO and/or FLP revalidated by FLs

Zone 1IV-A (cont.)

RALAT-L-3 33 33
RALAT-L~4 42 45
RALAT-1-5 100 119
RALAT-L-6 30 20
RALAT-L-7 80 60
RALAT-L-8 40 . 74
RALAT-I1~SP-2 50 50
RAMC-SP-5-A -d -d

AThe zone composition refers to that drawn up by the project office in February 1982.

bFL refers to farmer-leader.

Cwhen RALAT-K-SP-4 was created out of a section of RALAT-K-3, the latter had 60
farmers confirmed as constituting the area. The distribution of farmers between the 2
areas (RALAT-K-3 and RALAT-K~SP-4) had y=t to be finalized as of 31 March 1982.

dBy end of March 1982, the list of farmers for the area had yet to be completed.
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Table A19. Selected information on committees formed in areas covered by COs of the
Lower Lalo documentation zones: May 1981 to March 1982

Zone and rotational Month when Type of No. of Manner of electing
area formed commi ttees members members to the committee
Zone I1I-B
RAMC~-19 May Letter 42 By acclamation
(30)b 1981 Membership 42 By acclamation
Right of w:xy 5¢€ By acclamation
RALAT-K-SP-1 June Membership 3 By acclamation
(17) Spot map 3 By acclamation
Right of way 3 By acclamation
RAMC-18 July Membership 5 By acclamation
(15) Spot map 4 By acclamation
Right of way 5 By acclamation
RAMC-18-A August Membership 4 All were elected by
(formerly Spot map 4 acclamation;* additional
RALAT-J-1) Right of way 4 members were subsequently
(48) Survey 4 named to the last 3
commi ttees
RAIAT-K-2 August Membership 4 Chairmen were elected
(22) Spot map 4 after which they named
Right of way 4 their respective
Survey 4 commuittee members
Walk-through 4
RALAT-K-SP-2 August Membership 3 By acclamation
(14) Spot map 3 By acclamation
Right of way 3 By acclamation
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Table A19 (cont.)

Zone and rotational Month when Type of No. of Manner of electing
area formed commi ttees members members to the committee

Zcne 11I-B (cont.)

RAMC~-SP-4 August Membership 4 By appointment by the
(30) Spot map 4 assembled farmers
Right of way 4
RALAT-K-3 Novemberd Membership 4 Chairmen were chosen
{32) Spot map 4 from among lot leaders;
Right of way 4 members chosen by chair-
man of committee
RALAT-K-4 January Membership 3 By acclamation
(21) 1982 Spot map 3 By acclamation
Right of way 3 By acclamation
Walk-through 1€ By acclamation
RALAT-K~5 January Membership 3 By acclamation
(11) Spot map 4 By acclamation
Right of way 4 By acclamation
Walk-throygh 1€ By acclamation
RALAT-K-6 January Membership 3 By acclamation
(18) Spot map 3 By acclamation
Right of way 3 By acclamation
Walk-through 1€ By acclamation
RALAT-K-1 February Membership 4 Highest-voted
(25) Spot map 4 nominee was named
Right of way 4 chairman of the com-

mittee; other 3
noriinees, as members
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Table A19 (cont.)

Zone and rotational Month when Type of No. of Manner of electing
area formed committees members mombers to the committee
Zone III-B (cont.)
RALAT-K-7 February Membership 3 By acclamation
(15) Spot map 3 By acclamation
Right of way 3 By acclamation
Walk-through 3 By acclamation
RALAT-K-Sp-4f March Membership 2 By acclamation
(30) Right of way 2 By acclamation
Zone IV-A
RALAT-L-1 August Membership 4 By appointment
(28) 1981 Spot map 4 By appointment
Right of way 4 By appointment
Survey/walk-
thrcugh 4 By appointment
RALAT-1L-8 August Membership 4 By acclamation
(35) Spot map 6 By acclamation
January Right of way9 3 By acclamation
1982
RALAT-L-10 August Membership 4 Chairman was elected;
(9) 1981 Spot map 4 he chose his committee
Right of way 4 members
RALAT-L-5 September Membership 6 By acclamation
(22) Spot map 5 By acclamation
Right of way 5 By acclamation
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Table A19 (cont.)

Zone and rotational Month when Type of No. of Manner of electing
area formed commi*tees members members to the committee
Zone IV-E (cont.
RALAT-L-2 September Merbership 4 By acclamation
(24) Spot map 3 By acclamation
Right of way 6h By acclamation
Survey 4 By acclamation
RALAT-L-SP-1 October Membership 1 Only committee chairmen
(9) Spot map 1 were elected; all farmers
Survey/walk- to assist them
through 1
RALAT-L-6 February Membership 4 By acclamation
(20) 1982 Spot map 4 By acclamation
Right of way 4 By acclamation
Survey 4 By acclamation
RALAT-L~7 February Membership 5 Committee chairman was
(43) Spot map 5 elected; he appointed
Right of way 5 his members
Survey 5
RALAT-L-SP-2 March Spot map 3 By acclamation
(17) Right of way 3 By acclamation
Survey/walk-
through 4 By acclamation
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Table A19 (cont.)

A0ne commictee member was chosen from each SFD.

bFigures in parentheses refer to the number of farmers Present during the

organizational meeting.

“one SFD had 2 representatives to the committee.

dIn September, farmers in the rotational area divided their area into three "lots,"

instead of creating committees. One leader was

chosen by acclamation for each lot.

a1l farmers in the area were considered as members of the committee; thus, only

the chairman is listed.

fNo spot-map committee was fo:med because
RALAT-K-3 where it originally belonged.

9When this committee was formed in August
selected. In January 1982, a vice-chairman and

hTWo committee chairmen were selected for

the area was included in the spot map of

1981, a chairman and 3 members were
another member were chosen.

this committee.
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Table A20. Number of farmer-leaders identified by COs and/or farmers in the
rotational areas covered by the Lower Lalo documentation zones' COs during

the four quarters beginning 1 April 1981

Zone and rotational

Number of farmer-leaders identified as of

area 30 June 30 September 31 December 31 March

1981 1981 1981 1982
Zone III-B 26 103 102 124

RAMC-19 10 10 10 -a

RAMC-18 3 14 12 -a

RAMC-18-A -b 17 17 -a
RAMC-SP-4 - 1 - -
RALAT-K-SP~1 10 10 10 10
RALAT-K-SP-2 - 1 11 11
RALAT-K~SP-3 - 2 2 2
RALAT-K-SP-4 - - - 5
RALAT-K-1 3 3 2 13
RALAT-K-2 - 21 21 21
RALAT-K-3 - 4 13 13
RALAT-K-4 - - 4 10
FALAT-K-5 - - _ 8
RALAT-K-6 - - - 8
RALAT-K-7 - - - 13
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Table A20 (cont.)

Zone and rotational Number of farmer-leaders identified as of
area 30 June 30 September 31 December 31 March
1981 1981 1981 1982

Zone III-B f(cont.)

RALAT-K-8d - - - -
RALAT-K-9€ - - - 10
Zone IV-A 34 77 89 131
RALAT-L~-SP-1 - 1 5 5
RALAT-L-SP-2 - - 9 12
RALAT-1~1 3 13 13 13
RALAT-L~2 4 18 18 18
RALAT-L-3 - - 1 0
RALAT-1~4 - 4 4 4
RALAT-1~5 - 17 17 17
RALAT-1~6 3 3 1 18
RALAT-L~7 - 3 3 22
RALAT-L-8 - 8 8 14
RALAT-L-9d - - - -
RALAT-1~10€ - 10 10 -
RALAT-N-1 12 -f - -
RALAT-N-2 12 -f - -
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Taule 220 (cont.)

Zone and rotational Number of farmer-leaders identified as of
area 30 Cune 30 September 31 December 31 March
1981 1981 1981 1982

Zone IV-A (cont.)
RAMC-SP-5-A - - - 1

dThe rotational area was transferred to Zone III-A in February 1982.

brhe area was transferred to Zone III-B for only one month (that is, in
July 1981).

CRAMC-SP-4 was deleted from the project coverage in late 1981.
dRALAT-1~9 was reclassified as RALAT-K-8 in February 1982.
©RALAT-L-10 was reclassified as RALAT-K-9 in February 1982.

fThe rotational area was transferred to Zone IV-B in mid-1981.
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Table A21.

Farmers' meetings scheduled and convened in the Lower Lalo documentation

zones: April 1981 to March 1982
Zone I1:i-B Zone IV-A

Month i:; of Scheguled Convgned g;é of Sgheguled Convened

covered meetings meetings covered meetings meetings
April 1981 1 1 - 2 - -
May 2 1 1 (1a 2 - -
June gb 5 a (2) 5 3 2 (2)
July 4 4 1 (1) 6 - -
August 9 8 5€(5) 6 3 3 (3)
September 9 6 5 (4) 8 5 4 (3)
October 7P 1 - 9 5 1 (1)
November 100 3 2 (2) 5 5 2 (2)
December 9P 2 - 8 10 1 (1)
January 1982 120 8 6 (5) 9 5 5 (6)
February 144 10 6 (5) 11 4 3 (3)
March 12 5 4 (3) 11 3 2 (2)
Totals - 54 34 - 43 23

drefers to the number of areas where meetings were held during the month.

bExcluding RAMC-19 where CO-1 did no organizing in July.

CIwo other meetings were convened as farmer-leaders' sessions in one area.

dIncludes RALAT-K-SP-4 which was subsequently merged with RALAT-¥-4.
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Table A22. Selected information on farmer-leaders' planning sessions held in areas covered
by COs of the Lower Lalo documentation zones: April 1981 tc March 1982

Zone II1I-B Zone IV-A

Month Total no. Meeting- Total no. Meeting-

RAs of related RAs of related

involved® sessions sessionsbk involved sessions sessionsP

April 1981 1 1 2 0o 0o
May 2 4 2 2 4 0
June 4 -C -C 5 -c -c
July 3 5 4 2 2 1
August 8 od 7 3 2¢ 1
September 4 4 3 3 5 3
October 4 5 1 1 0
November 2 2 2 1 1 1
December 3 3 2 | 4 4
January 1982 4 4 4 4 5€ 4
February 9 3f 1 3 5 4
March 8 119 5 10 gh 2
Total - 51 31 - 38 20

ARpas refers to rotational areas.

bpertain to leaders' sessicas which planned for farmers' meetings.

CNo data were obtained for this month.

dincluded 1 joint session for 4 areas (RAMC-18, RAMC-18-A, RAMC-19, and RAMC-SP-4).
©Included 1 joint session for 2 areas (RALAT-L-7 and RALAT-L-8).

fincluded 1 joint session for 8 areas (RALAT-K-SP-i, and RALAT-K-1 to RALAT~-K-7).
9included 1 joint session for 5 areas (RALAT-K-4 to RALAT-K-7, and RALAT-K-9).
hincluded 3 joint sessions for 10 of the 11 Zone IV-A rotational areas.
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Table A23. Selected information on convened farmers' meetings in areas covered by
Zone III-B COs: May 1981 to March 19824

Percent of

No. of Average £
RAs in- . no. of N armer—
Month volveaP convened farmers Percent (to total) of .farmers attendees who
meetings per RA notifiedc attended participated in
discussion
May 1981 . 1 1 61 -d 50% 43%
June 2 4 49 -4 24 30
July 1 1 52 -4 29 80"
August 5 5 45 69% 56 44
September 4 5 36 64 44 50
November 2 2 64 78 47 47
January 1982 5 6 51 82 35 -d
February 5 6 37 81 43 -da
March 3 4 53 75 42 -4
Total - 34 50 76¢€ 41¢ 48¢€

ANo farmers' meeting was scheduled for April 1981. 1In October, the only meeting
scheduled was postponed for the following month because only 5 of the farmers in the area

care to the meeting. Then in December, 2 attempts to convene a farmers' meeting in
1 rotational area (RALAT-K-4) failed to draw what farmer-leacders felt was reasonably good

attendance although the attendance rate in these 2 postponed meetings averaged to about
50 percent.
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Table A23 (cont.)

DRefers to the number of rotational areas (RAs) which succeeded in convening farmers'
meetings in a particular month.

CThis is based on the average number of farmers whose rotational areas had a
scheduled meeting. 1In the case of areas for which there was no data on the number
of farmers notified akout a planned meeting, the weighted average percentage
figure computed from those areas with complete data was applied.

dNo data were obtained for this month.

€This figure is a weighted average of the available monthly percentage data.
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Table A24.

Zone IV-A COs: June 1981 to March 19822

Selected information on convened farmers' meetings in areas covered by

Percent of
farmer-

Average
RAS in- No. of no. attendees who
Month lvedd convened farmers Percent (to total) of farmers participated
volve meetings notified®€ attended in the dis-
per Ra .
cussions
June 1981 2 2 66 -d 13% 62%
August 2 3 51 76% 37 42
September 3 4 80 56 25 55
October 1 1 17 76 53 56
November 2 2 60 73 22 -d
December 1 1 50 90 42 -d
January 1981 6 s€ 80 69 35 -d
February 3 3 50 88 58 -d
March 2 2 48 79 38 -d
£ £
Total - 23 55 74 33 52

@No farmers' meeting was scheduled in this zone for April, May, and July 1981.

bprefers to the number of rotational areas (PAs) which succeeded in convening
farmers' meetings in a particular month.
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Table A24 (cont.)

CThis is based on the average number of farmers whose rotational areas had a
scheduled meeting. In the case of areas for which there was no data on the number
of farmers notified about a planned meeting, the weighted average percentage figure
computed from those areas with ccmplete data was applied.

dNo data were obtained for this month.

€0ne of these meetings was convened jointly for 4 areas.

Erhis figure is a weighted average of the available monthly percentage data.
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Table A25. selected information on the first farmers' meetings convened in the
rotational areas covered by COs of the Lower Lalo documentation zones: April
1981 to March 1982

Zone and rotational Month of COs' Date first farmers' Date working committees
area entry meeting was convened were formed

Zone III-B (1-2)2

RAMC-19 April 13 May 13 May
RALAT—K—SP—1b May 8 June 27 June
RAMC-18 June 6 June 19 July
RALAT-K-SP-2 June 21 August 21 August
RALAT-K-1 July 13 February , 13 February
RALAT-K-2 July 16 August 16 August
RAMC-18-a°€ August 22 August 22 August
RALAT-K-SP-3 August 24 August 24 August
RALAT-K-3 August 6 September 14 November
RAMC~-SP-4 August 23 Aaqust 23 August
RALAT-K-4 November 30 January 30 January
RALAT-K-5 January 27 January 27 January
RALAT-K-6 January 24 January 24 January
RALAT-K-7 January 18 February 18 February
RALAT-K-SP-4 March 27 March 30 March
RALAT-K-99 March -e -
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Table A25 (cont.)

Zone and rotational Month of COs' Date first farmers' Date working committees
area entry meeting was convened were formed

Zone Iv-a (2)°2

RALAT-N-1 April 7 June -f
RALAT-N-2 April 7 June -f
RALAT-L~1 June 30 August 30 August
RALAT-L-2 June 3 June 26 September
RALAT-1L-6 June 6 February 6 February
RALAT-L-7 July 7 February 7 February
RALAT-L-8 July 31 August 31 August
RALAT-L-SP-1 August 10 October 10 Octaber
RALAT-L~10 August 9 August 9 August
RALAT-L-4 September 21 March -€
RALAT-L~-5 September 12 September 14 September
RALAT-1~SP~-2 November 21 March 21 March
RALAT-L-3 December -& -€
RAMC-SP-5-2 March -€ -€

aThe figures in parentheses pertain to the number of COs working in the zone. 1In
Zone III-B, 2 regular COs covered the areas between July and September 1981, and
November 1981 to March 1982.

bThis area was first labeled RALAT-K-1,.
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Table A25 (cont.)

CThis area was first labeled RALAT-J-1.
dThis was already organized as RALAT-L-10 in late 1981.
€No meeting or committee organization had taken place by end of March 1982.

fRretained committees formed when farmers were organized into arbitrary groups.

96Z:¢861 XaTaRL-BUOTYD pue OTTI



Table A26.

Selected information on activities related to the preparation of spot maps

and paper location of canals and ditches in the areas covered by COs of the Lower Lalo
documentation zones: April 1981 to March 19822

CO, Z2E

Zone and Date spot-map Walk-through R Date paper
rotational committee was Date Parties Duration Length location was
area created held involvedP (in hr.) (in km.) confirmed
Zone III-B (17)€
RAMC- 194 February 1981 April FLs -e -e 13 May
RAMC-18 19 July 17 August 5 FLs 7.0 3.0 Sjeptemberf
PAMZ-18-A 22 August -€ ocC -e - Septemberf
RAMC-SP-« 29 August 29 August 3 FLs, 5 4.0 3.5 13 September
FMs, CO, ZE
RALAT-K-SP-1 27 June 28 June 8 FLs, CO -€ -€ -
9 August 6 FlLs, 2E 3.0 2.0 -
20 August 4 FLs, CO, ZE 1.5 1.5 6 September
RALAT-K~SP-2 21 August September -e - - 27 Septembexr
RALAT-K-SP-3 24 August -9 - - - Septemberf
RALAT-K-1 13 February 15 February 4 FLs 0.4 0.5 -
21 February 7 FLs, 2 FMs, 4.0 2.5 21 February
co, ZE
RALAT-K-2 16 August 23 August 5 FLs, 1 FM 3.0 2.0 26 March
RALAT-K-3 14 November 21 November 6 FLs 1.0 2.0 30 January
13 Marchh 8 FLs, 10 FMs, 1.5 2.0 -
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Table A26 (cont.)

Zone and Date spot-map Walk-through Date paper
rotational committee was Date Parties Duration Length location was
area created held involved {(in hr.) (in km.) confirmed
Zone III-B (cont.)
RALAT-K~4 30 January February  SM~-H -& -€ 3 February
RALAT-K-5 27 January 8 February 7 FLs, 4 FMs, -e 1.5 -1
ZE, CO
RALAT--K-6€ 24 January 27 January 4 FLs 5.0 3.0 -f
RALAT-K-7 18 February 24 February 8 FLs, 4 FMs, 2.0 . 18 February
co, ZE
RALAT-K-93 9 August 10 March 6 FLs, 15 FMs, 1.5 3.0 10 March
COs, ZE
Zone IV-A (15)€¢
RALAT-N-14d February 1981 April FLs -€ ~& 7 June
RALAT-N-2d March 1981 May FLs -e -€ 7 June
RALAT-L-SP-1 10 October 17 October 1 FL, 2 FMs, 1.0 1.5 February/
Cco, ZE Marchf
RALAT-L-SP-2 21 March -k - - - -
RALAT-L-1 30 August 6 September 7 FLs, 9 FMs, 3.0 3.0 27 September
CO
RALAT-L-2 26 September 15 September 5 FLs, CO .5 2.0 26 September
18 October 4 FLs, CO 2.0 1.0 -
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Table A26 (cont.)

Zone and Date spot—-map Walk-through Date paper
rotaticnal committee was Date Parties Duration Length location was
area created held involved (in hr.) (in km.) confirmed
Zone IV-A (cont.)
RALAT-L~E 14 September 14 September 16 FLs, CO 3. 3.0 Octoberf
RALAT-L-6 6 February 21 January 3 FLs, CO . . -
7 February 4 FLs, 14 FMs, 1.0 1.5 12 February
CO
RALAT-L-7 7 February 3 February 6 FLs . . -
8 February 16 FLs, CO - . 12 February
RALAT-L-8 31 August 2 September 4 FLs, CO . . -
18 Seprtember 6 FLs, ZE, CO . . 15 January
RALAT-L- 101 9 August 16 August SMC-H 2.0 . -

Aunless specified, the date of an activity falls between April 1981 and March 1982.

brhe codes used are as follows: FL, farmer-leader; 00, community organizer; OC, overall
chairman; SMC-H, spot-map committee chairman; FM, farmer-member; and ZE, zone engineer.

CThe figures in parenthes=s pertain to the total number cf rotational areas assigned to

the documentation zones' COs during the research period.

reclassified from Zone I1IV~-A to Zone III-B in February 1982.

These include

2 areas which were

P

dSpot—map activities were initiated when the area was yet classified as an arbitrary

farmers' group.
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Table A26 (cont.)

©No data on the activity werxe available.

fThe confirmation of the leaders' paper location by the rotational-area membership
took place either during groundwork undertaken by farmer-leaders or during TS-farmer
walk-through of the area.

9No walk-through was held because of the smallness of the coverage of RALAT-K-SP-3.

hThe March walk-through was conducted in connection with the then proposed division of
the area into two. )

The area's spot map and paper location of ditches had yet to be confirmed by end
of March 1932.

JThe Spot map was prepared when this rotational zrea was yet a part of Zone IV-A
(then knowr as RALAT-L-10).

kIn December, a walk-through was conducted tc orient the farmers and the CO of the
coverage of the rotational area. By end of March 1982, however, no walk-through was held
for spot-map preparation purposes.
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Table A27. Schedule of TS-farmer conferences, walk-throughs, and surveys (location
of lines) conducted in the rctational areas covered by COs of the Lower lLalo
documentation zones: May 1981 to March 1982

Date TS~farmer
conference was

Date TS-farmer
walk-through

Zane and rotational Date TS-farmer

area held was held survey was held
Zone III-B (14)%
RAMC-19 20 May 20 May 27-29 May
RAMC-18 - 23 September 13-14 Octaber
RAMC-18-A - 9 September 14-137 Septemberb
RAMC-SP-4 - 23 September 28-30 September
RALAT-K-SP-1 16 October 16 October 7 December
RALAT-K~SP-2 - - September/October
RALAT-K-SP-3 - - 14-17 September®
RALAT-K-1 - - 10 March
RALAT-K-2 - - 16 March
RALAT-K-3 - - 17-18 March
RALAT-K-4 - - 18 March
RALAT-K-6 - - 20 Ma-ch
Zone IV-A (9)
RALAT-N-1 and 23 June - 8-10 June
RALAT-N-2 2—- 5 June
RALAT-1~1 12 September - 6 January
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Table A27 (cont.)

Zone and rotational

Date TS-farmer
conference was

Date TS~-farmer

walk-through Date TS-farmer

area held was held survey was held
Zone IV-A (cont.)

RALAT-L-2 - 5 November 5, 2-11 November
RALAT-L-5 9 October - 13-16, 19 October
RAIAT-L~-6 and 12 February 12 February 19 and 22 rfebruary
RALAT-1-~7
RALAT-1-8 - 27 January 27-29 January
RALAT-L-5, RALAT-L-6,
RALAT-1~7, and RALAT-L-8 - 26 January -¢

The figures in parentheses pertain to the number of areas which were ready to
meet with TS on system design.

Piwo areas were covered during this period.

Cof the 4 areas, 1 (RAIAT-L-5) was surveyed in October, another (RALAT-L-8) in
January 1982, and 2 (RALAT-L-6 and RALAT-L-7) in February 1982.
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Table A28. Selected information on TS-farmer conferences held in the areas covered by

COs of the Lower Lalo documentation zones:

May 1981 to February 1982

Zone and rotational

Duration

Date held ; i ci a
area (in hr.) Participants
Zone III-B (14)P
RAMC-19 29 May 1.5 36 farmers, engineering division
chief, survey section head and an
assistant, and other TS
RALAT-K-SP-1 16 October 2.5 3 farmer-leaders, 6 farmer-
members, 2 design section
assistants
sgqy b
Zone IV-A (9)
RALAT-N-1 and 23 June 2.0 39 farmers (21 from RALAT~N-2 and
RALAT-N- 8 from RARLAT-N-1), survey section
head, irrigators' organization
and training section head, zone
engineer, survey section
assistants, and a watermaster
RATAT-1~1 12 September 3.0 33 farmers, design section head,
survey section head, water
management section head, 2 design
section assistants, and a
construction engineer
RALAT-L-5S 9 QOctober 2.5 6 farmer-leaders, 17 farmer-

members, survey section head,
2 design section assistants,
and the COs' suparvisor for
Lower Lalo
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Table A28 (cont.)

Zone and tational ti
né rotationa Date held buration Participants®
area {(in hr.)
Zone IV-A (cont.)
RALAT-L-6 and 12 February 3.0 37 farmers, design section head,

RALAT-L-7

design section assistant, zone
engineer, and 9 visitors

AThe participants invariably included the community organizers (COs) assigned
to cover the rotational area, and the participant-observer.

brhe figures in parentheses pertain to the number of areas in the zone which had
completed their spot map and paper location of canals and ditches and thus were ready
to negotiate with TS on the system design.
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Table A29. Major issues discussed by farmers and TS during their paper-location con-
ferences which were held in the rotational areas covered by COs of the Lower Lalo
documentation zones: May 1281 to March 1932

Issue or question raised Where issue was

)
by farmers discussed TS' response

Right of way (ROW)

Are farmers expected to RAMC-19 In previous national irrigation projects,
obtain ROW for supple- ROW negotiations were needed only at the
mentary farm ditches? lateral~canal level. 1In this project, it

would probably be better if ROW is obtained
for farm ditches although no formal
papers need be prepared.

Will ROW damages be RALAT-L-1, Yes, provided farmers have complied with
paid? RALAT-N-1 and the following requirements: (1) submission
RALAT-N-2 of a tax declaration, (2) presentation of

residence certificate, and (3) no arrears
on land taxes beyond 3 years.

Are ROW damages tax- RAIAT~L~1 NIA is not concerned with this matter.
deductible? The landowners will have to confer with
the City Assessors' Office.

What happens if a land- RALAT-I~1, Farmers should negotiate with landowners.

owner refuses to grant RALAT-L-6 and However, if a landowner persistently

ROW? RALAT-L-7 refuses to grant ROW, NIA will resort to
expropriation proceedings. (Some farmer-

leaders in RALAT-L-6 and RALAT-L-7 said
that they would ask a perscn who exerts
some influence on a problematic landowner
to persuade the latter to give ROW. If
the landowner persists on his refusal, the
farmers can also continue negotiating
with him.)
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Table A29 (cont.)

Issue or question raised

by farmers discussed

Where issue was

TS' response

Survez

TS did not follow the
farmers' suggestions
(such as, canal 1line
should be straight rather
than winding) during the
suxvey. At least the
RALAT-N-1 overall chair-
man did not agree with
the TS' route

RALAT-N-1 and
RALAT-N-2

RALAT-N-1 and
RALAT-N-2

Too many stakes were
driven on some farmers'
land; the preliminary
canal route surveyed
passes through the

center of some ricefields;
or a proposed canal was
perceived to take up a
big portion of some
ricelands.

Lateral N had to be surveyed first before
location of lines could proceed. Moreover,
survey of the leteral canal was aimed to
help TS determine "water surface eleva-
tion." It was impractical to follow
farmers' suggestions during the survey .
since many farmers would be affected; thus,
more ROWs would have to Le obtained than
necessary. Because very few farmers went
with the survey team, TS were not sure
whether or not the suggestions given them
were based on the desire of the partici-
pating farmers to divert the canals from
their own ricelands. TS, however, con-
ceded that a straight line would be best.

A resurvey might bhe conducted in the
problem area. Farmers should make sure
that many of them participate during the
resurvey so that as many suggestions -as
possible could be considered by TsS.
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Table A29 (cont.)

Issue or question raised
by farmers

Where issue was
discussed

TS' response

Will NIA rerout: a canal to
bypass a small farm which
will be so decimated that

a farmer will be left

with nothing once the
proposed canal is
constructed?

Can farmers still plant
in areas already surveyed?

Construction

Will construction
start immediately
after the survey?

Who will construct

the canals, and who will
supervise the construc-
tion?

RALAT-L-1

RALAT-N-1 and
RALAT~N-2

RALAT-L~5

RAMC-19,
RALAT-N-1 and
RALAT-N-2, and
RALAT-K-SP-1

If the farmer has no other means of live-
lihood and depends mainly on the produce
of his small farm, then a new route wilil
be located. However, if no feasible
alternative route is found, then the canal
will just have to traverse said small
farm. NIA aims to serve the majority.

Yes, farmers would be notified when they
have to stop planting. At present, TS
are merely collecting the data needed for
construction.

No. Several steps need to be taken before
construction can begin. For instance, the
design section will have to review its
initial designs based on data collected
during the survey.

NIA will hire or contract farmers in the
construction of the canals, and main and
suppiementary farm ditches. However,
construction of internal farm ditches will
have to be done by the farmers concerned
at their own expense. The zone engineer
will supervise construction.
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Table A29 {cont.)

Issue or question raised

Where issue was

TS' response

by farmers discussed
System management
Who will be responsible RALAT-L-5 By end of system construction, irrigators'

for opening canal gates?

How much will farmers
pay as irrigation fee?

Will ditchtenders be
paidz?

Who will repair lateral
canals which get

damaged after the

system has been completed?

RALAT-K-SP-1

RALAT-L-5

RALAT-L~-5

associations would have been formed. The
association will take care of this task.
Farmers will be trained on how to operate
and manage their section of the irriga~
tion system. '

In Upper Lalo, the annual irrigation fee
is 5 cavans per hectare.

This is a decision which the association
will have to make.

The association will collect irrigation
fees which will generate funds for the

‘association's repair of damaged canals.
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Table A30. Selected information on the TS-farmer walk-throughs conducted in the
rotational areas covered by COs of the Lower Lalo documentation zones: May 1981

to February 1982

Zone and rota- Duration Length L
tional area Date held (in hr.) (in km.) Participants
Zone III-B (14)2
RAMC-19 20 May 1.0 2.0 7 farmer-leaders, 6 farmer-members,
engineering division chief, 2 survey
gection assistants, CO
RAMC-18 23 September 1.5 2.0 4 farmer-leaders, 12 farmers-members,
design section assistants, zone
engineer, CO
RAMC-18-A 9 September 3.5 5.0 7 farmer-leaders, 8 farmer-members,
survey section head, design section
assistants, zone engineer, COs'
supervisor
RAMC-SP-4 23 September 2.5 2.0 S5 farmer-leaders, 12 farmer-members,
design section and right-of-way
g=ction assistants.
RALAT-K~SP-1 16 October 1.5 0.6 2 farmer-leaders, 12 farmer-members,
design section assistants
RALAT-K~SP-3 9 September 0.4 0.5 3 farmer-leaders, survey section

head, design section assistants,
zone engineer, COs' supervisor
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Table A30 (cont.)

Zone and rota- Date held Duration Length Partici ¢
tional area (in hr.) (in km.) articipants
Zane IV-a (9)@
RALAT-1-2 5 November 0.8 1.5 7 farmer-leaders, 5 farmer-members,
survey section assistants
RAIAT-1~6 and 12 February 1.0 2.0 18 farmers, design section head and
RALAT-1-7 assistant, zone engineer
RALAT-L-8 27 January 1.0 1.0 8 farmer-leaders, survey section
assistants
RALAT-1-5, 26 January 1.0 2.0 20 farmer-leaders, 6 farmer-menmbers,
RAIAT-1-6, design section assistant, zone
RALAT-1L-7, and engineer
RALAT-1-8

4The figures in parentheses

completed maps.

pertain to the number of areas in the zone with
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Table A31., 3Selected information on TS-farmer surveys {location of lines) held in the rota-
tional areas covered by COs of the Lower Lalo cocurentation zones: May 1981 to March 1382

Zone and rota-

Average no.

s - .
tional area Date held of farmers Result
involved
Zone III-B (14)°2
RAMC-19 27-29 May 8 The TS-farmer survey team changed the loca-
tion of the prorosed turnout, MFD, and
SFDs. The team also added SFD-4, which was
not identified during the TS-farmer walk-
through.
RAMC-18-2a 14-17 September 9 No data.
RALAT-K-SP-3 14-17 September 5 No data.
RAMC-SP-4 28-30 September 6 The rotational area was excluded from the
project coverage because it could not be
served by the main canal or by Lateral M.
RAMC- 18 13-14 October 5 The location of terminal facilities that

is, ditches and structures) indicatec« in
the farmers' spot map and endorsed by TS
during the TS-farmer walk-through was
confirmed during the survey.
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Table A31 (cont.)

Zone and rota-

Average no.

tional area Date held 9f farmers Result
involved
Zone III-B {(cont.)
RALAT-K~SP-1 7 December 7 The location of terminal facilitjes
_lidentified in the farmers' spot map
and endorsed by TS during the TS-farmer
walk-through was confirmed during the
survey.
RALAT-K-SpP-2 September-
Octoberb No data No data.

RALAT-K-1 10 March 8 The location vf terminal facilities
indicated in the farmers' spot map and
endorsed by TS during the TS-farmer
walk-through was confirmed during the
survey.,

RALAT-K-2 16 March 2¢ Only the MFD route was confirmed by the
survey because farmers had no clearcut
proposal for the SFD lines.

RALAT-K-3 17-18 March 7 The location of terminal facilities

identified in the Zarmers' spot map and
endorsed by TS during the TS-farmer
walk-througn was cornfirmed during the
survey.
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Table A31 {cont.)

Zone and rota-

Average noc.

tional area Date held 9f farmers Result
involved
Zone III-B (cont.)

RALAT-K-4 18 March 3 The location of terminal facilities in-
dicated in the farmers' spot map and
endorsed by TS during the TS-farmer
walk-chrough was confirmed during the
survey.

RALAT-K-6 20 March 3 Of the agreements reached by the TS-farmer
walk-through team, only the location of
the turnout and MFD was confirmed during
the survey; SFD-1 was relabeled SFD-2 and
the new SFD-1 was made to take off from
the turnout and to run parallel to the
iateral canal.

Zone IV-A (9)2
RALAT-N-1 8~10 June 7 TS surveyed ditch routes which were not

indicated in the farmers' spot mdp; some
farmers objected and demanded a survey of
those suggasted in the spot map.
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Table 231 (cont.)

Zone and rota-
tional area

Date held

Average no.
of farmers
involved

Result

Zone IV-A (cont.)

RALAT-N-2

RALAT-N-1 and
RALAT-N- 2

RALAT-1~1

RALAT-L-2

2~-5 June

29 June

6 January

5, 9-11 November

11

12

TS surveyed ditch routes which were not
indicated in the farmers' spot map; some
farmers objected, resulting in the
scheduling of a survey of the routes
indicated in the spot map.

A survey of the farmer-suggested and the
TS-identified ditch routec confirmed the
lines located by the survey team during
the first survey.

The TS-farmer survey team decided to divide
RATLAT-L-1 into 2 areas so that an existing
turnout along the main canal in Nifio Jesus,
Bato could be used to serve portions of
RALAT-L-1 which could not be irrigated by
its turnout.

The survey of the terminal facilities
indicated in the farmers' spot map did
not yield definitive results.
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Table A31 (cont.)

Zone and rota-
tional area

Date held

Average no.
of farmers
involved

Result

Zone IV-A (cont.)

RALAT-L-2

RALAT-L~-5

RALAT-L-6

RALAT-L-7

23 March

13~-16, 19
October

19, 22 February

22 February

The TS-farmer survey team changed the loca-
tion of the prrposed turnout and MFD;
scheduled anot.ier survey since the staticn-
ing of the SFDs was altered.

The location of the terminal facilities
found in the farmers' spot map was
confirmed during the survey.

The ditch routes originally suggested by
farmers and eriorsed by TS during the TS-
farmer walk-through was confirmed by the
survey but the farmer-proposed rerouting
of the lateral canal was not found feasible
because it would cut througr high ground.

One SFD was rerouted; hence, about 10
hectares of ricefields tilled by 20 farmers
would not be served because of its high
elevation. The other farmer-proposed

ditch routes, however, were confirmed during
the survey.
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Table A31 (cont.)

. Average no.
Zone and rota- g

- & -
tional area Date held of Larmérs Result
involved
Zone IV-A (cont.)
RATAT-L-8 27-29 January 10 A farmer-proposed SFD was deleted because

it would pass through high ground and a
sari-sari (variety) store; lands beyond
the high ground woulé be irr gated bv an
existing culvert ir PARLAT-2-3; and an
existing road crossing will be expanded.

Gy e

(o}

30 March 6 The extra length of SFDs rrooosed by farmers
as well as the location of terninal facili-
ties suggested by the TS-farmer walx-through
team was confirmed by the survey.

AThe figures in parentheses refer to the number of rotational areas in the zone which ".-d
completed spot maps and paper location of canal and &itch lines.

bExact date(s) of the survey (location of lines) could not be determined.

CThe survey was scheduled for 15 March. On this date, 7 farmers waited for the survey
team. However, the team arrived the following day.
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Table A32. Selected information on right-of-way negotiations involving farmers of the

documentation areas covered by COs of the Lower Lalo documentation zones: May 198 to
March 1982

Date ROW

Zone and rota- Yonth farmers were mobilized for ROW negotiations for

commi ttee

tional area
was formed

access road lateral canal terminal facilities

Zone III-B (14)2

RAMC-19

May August - August
RAMC-18 July August - Novembexr
RAMC-18-A August August - October
RAMC-SP-4 August August - -
RALAT-K-SP-1 June - - January
RALAT-K-SP-2 August - January January
RALAT-K-SP-3 -b August January October
RALAT-K-1 February - - -
RALAT-K-2 August - January March
RALAT-K-3 November March January -
RALAT-K~4 January March March February
RALAT-K-5 January March March -
RALAT-K-6 January March March -
RALAT-K-7 February March March February
RALAT-K-9 Auvgust® March March -
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Table A32 (cont.)

Date ROW . C .. . .
Zone and rota- commi tte Month farmers were mobilized for ROW negotiations for
. TInL (54
tional area . access rocad lateral c i 11iti
vas formed t anal terminal facilities

Zone IV-a (9)a, d

RALAT-L-1 August November September September
RALAT~I-2 September March - October
RALAT-1L-5 S2ptember March - January
RALAT-L-6 February March - -
RALAT-L-7 February March - -
RALAT-1L-8 August March - -

@The figures in parentheses pertain to the number of rotaticnal areas in the zone which
had completed spot maps. The Zone III-B figure does not include RALAT-K-5 whose paper
location of ditches had not been confirmed by farmer-members as of end of March 1982,

bIn August, the farmers elected only an overall chairman and a secretary.

“When the committee was formed, the area was then a part of Zone IV-A (as RALAT-L-10).

%hen ROW negotiations began in RALAT-N-1 and RALAT-N-2, these areas were already
part of Zone V-A.
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Table A33. sSelected information on field trips to Upper Lalo of farmers in rotational areas
covered by COs of the Lower Lalo documentation zones: December 1981 to March 1982

Zone and rotaticnal Field trip to Upper lalo
area Date planned Date held No. of participants

Zone I1II-B
RALAT-K~-2 March@ - -

RALAT-K-3 Marxrch - -

Zone IV-A

RALAT-L~1 January 28 February 55
RALAT-L-2 December 8 January 6sP
RALAT-L-5 January 24 January 50
RALAT-1~8 January 7 March® 27

aDuring the 26 March farmers' meeting, it was decided that the field trip to
Upper Lalo be deferred until after survey activities in the area had been completed.

b .
Some of these farmers came from other rotational areas.

“The trip was originally scheduled for January but was postponed because members
were then busy in their respective farms.
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BULFIA

DD

IFD

MFD

NIA

RALAT

RALAT-SP

RAMC

RAMC-SP

SEC

SFD

ULRIBA

LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS USED

Buhi Zone I-A Upper Lalo Farmer-Irrigatoré,
Association, Inc.

Community organizer

Drainage ditch

Internal farm ditch

Main farm ditch

National Irrigation Administration

Regular rotational area of a lateral canal
Special rotational area of a lateral canal
Regular rotational area of the main canal
Special rotational area of the main canal
Right of way

Research and Service Center, Ateneo de Naga
Securities and Exchange Commission
Supplementary farm ditch

Technical staff

Upper Lalo River Irrigators' Beneficiary
Association, Inc.

Zone engineer
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